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Environmental Assessment

EganandJohnsorBasinsRestoratiorProject

Chapter 1 Introduction

1.1 Background

The purpose of this Environmental Assessment (EA) is to identify issues, aaltdypatives,

and disclose the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed Egan and Johnson
Basins Restoration Project. This EA fulfills the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
requirement for sitspecific analysis of resource impaicThe analysis in this EA assists in

making a determination of the significance of impacts to the human environment associated with

the actions developed to meet the purpose and need. If a determination is made that impacts are
significant, an Environmeal Impact Statement (EIS) will be prepared. If impacts are not
significant, a AFinding of eNaparedli gni fi cant | mp

The Bureau of Land Management (BLNByistleconeField Office is proposing a hazardous
fuels reduction and habitahprovement project within Egan and Johnson Basins, incluldang
area near Ninenile summit, Cherry Gek Range and the North Egan Raride project would
occur over extended peds of time, as budgets ail.

1.2 Location of Project

The project area iotated approximately 5 miles west of Cherry Creedyddaand 50 miles
northwest of Ely, Mvada The Egan and Johnson Basins Restoration Project area is comprised of
appioximately84,675acres located ithe Egan and Cherry Creek Rangesr Cherry Creek,

White Pine County, Nevada. Located within the project area are private lands that would be
included in treatment if a cooperative agreement is arranged with the property Samer.

Appendix A; Map 1 for a map of thgrojectand treatmenareas.

Theproposé project is located within all or parts of the following sections Mount Diablo base
and meridian:

Township (T) 21 North (N), Range (R) 62 East (E), various Sections
T 22N, R 61E, Sections 25, 35, 36

T 22N, R 62E, various Sections

T 23N, R 61E, variousé&gtions

T 23N, R 62E, various Sections



T 24N, R 61E, Sectionk3, 24,35, 36
T 24N, R 62E various Sections

1.3 Purpose and Need for Action
1.3.1 Purpose and Need

The purpose of this project is testore natural site conditions, reduce potential foelarg

wildfires by reducing fuel loadingncreasainderstory grass and forb species diversity, and
increase availableildlife habitat The need of this action is to respond to the ecological
departure of plant communities from the natural range of variahiithin Egan and Johnson
Basins relative to desired conditions. The need arises primarily due to successional changes in
sagebrush anginyonjuniper stands resulting istablishmentandabove normal density of
singleleaf pinyon pine Pinus monophyllpand Utah juniperJuniperus osteospermtrees.

Important habitatfor greater saggrouse as well as other wildlife hae been idetified within

the project area.

A majority of the area within the treatmauntitsidentified for this project rebeenclassifiedas

black sagebrustAftemesia nova mountain big sagebrugArtemesiaridentata sspvaseyan
andWyoming sagebrushAftemesidridentate sspwyomingensisecological sitesThe

sagebrush communitiegthin the propsed project arelhave undegone major changes in

vegetation structure, composition, production and resiliency due to the expansion of pinyon pine
and Utah juniper trees. These changes have resulted in a reduction in plant community resilience
to disturbance, soil loss, degradatiariass of wildlife habitat; as well as dramatic shifts in fire
frequency, size and severity (Davies et2011; Pyke, 2011; Chambers et 2005; Miller and
Tausch, 2001). Many sagebrush ecosystamsproaching, or have alreattlpssed an
ecologicalthreshold to an alternate plant community that could be more susceptible to invasion
of nonnative annual grasses and other invasive species after disturbance. Returning these
communities to, or neatheir original state woultikely not occur without huran intervention.

This includes controlling undesirable species ardtreducing previously dominamiative

species (Pyke, 2011Additionally, the sagebrush plant communities in the project area are not
meeting objectives set in the Ely Resourcanisigemst Plan.

Throughout many areas eéstern Nevada, sagebrygant communities are being or have been
converted to areas dominated by homogenous stands of sagebrush as teithrdense canopy
cover ofpinyortjunipertrees. These areas often are charedrby declining, remnant

populations of native perennial grasses and forbs. In some areas, the establispmgatiof
junipertrees on sagebrush/grass sites has not only resulted in the loss of the grass and forb
component, but in the decadence andvayor of important shrub species such as sagebrush,
antelope bitterbrustPyrshia tridentaty, serviceberryAmelanchieispp), and snowberry
(Symphoricarpos $p). Loss or decline of ecologically valuable grass, forb and shrub species can
result in excesge aurface runoff and soil erosioreduced soil moisture and decreased



groundwater recharge (Bedell, 1993). Effectpiafyon pine anguniper expansion into

sagebrush grassland include loss of nutrients, accelerated erosion, changes in soil wagger storag
reduced forage, and altered habitat. Studies show that as diversity of stand structure declines,
diversity and abundance of wiifdl also decline(Miller et al., 2005).

A tool used to assess the ecological condition of an area across a landscapd-seaiegime
Condition Class (FRCC). This interagency, standardized tool is based on scientific and peer
reviewed literature and is used for determining the degree of departure from a reference
vegetation condition within a given biophysical setfiBgS) (Barrett et al 2010 more

information regarding this tool can be found at the following websitp://www.landfire.gov).
Assessing FRCC can help guide management objectives and set priorities for treatments. The
classification is baseoh a relative measure describing the degree of departure from the

historical natural disturbance regime for a given BpS. This departure is described as changes to
one or more of the following ecological components: vegetation characteristics (species
compasition, structural stages, stand age, canopy closure and mosaic pattern); fuel composition;
fire frequency, severity and pattern; and other associated disturbances (e.g. insects and disease
mortality, grazing and drought). There are three FRCC classesaudescribe the departure

from reference BpS conditions. The three classes are based onr38#0(Geparture; FRCC 1),
moderate (3466% departure; FRCC 2) and high {8J0% departure; FRCC 3) departure from

the central tendency of the natural (historicaime. Low departure is considered to be within

the natural (historical) range of variability, while moderate and high departures are outside the
range of variability. The FRCC rating is accompanied by indicators of the potential risks that
may result. Bophysical setting models have been developed for most major (dominant)
vegetation types. These models describe the vegetation, geography, biophysical characteristics,
succession stages, disturbance regimes, and assumptions for each vegetat8arrgpet @l,

2010). Reference (historical) conditions described in the BpS models are compared to actual
conditions for purposes of determining the current FRCC rating. A FRCC rating is determined
for an area by calculating the weighted average of all mdgmifant) vegetation FRCC ratings.
FRCC 1 is desired for each BpS and for the proposed treatment area. A departure from FRCC 1
(reference condition) to FRCC 2 or FRCC 3 serves as an indicator that changes need to be
implemented. The current ratifigr theproject area is FRCC 2; see AppendixMap 2 This

indicates that fire regimes and vegetation attributes have been moderately altered from their
historical range. Risk of losing keyasystem components is moderate.

1.3.2 Goals

The projecigoals are tancreasevegetation community resistance and resilience to natural
disturbance, shift the area closer tor@ RegimeConditionClass (FRCC) and reduce the risk
of large wildland fire within Egan and Johnson Basins.



Thegoalsof this proposedrojectareto:

T

l

Create conditions in sagebrush communities that better meet historical fire regime
variation and shift the project area closer towaRCC1.

Create a mosaic of vegetation types and stand age classes thaina@adeshrub and
herbaceous compositipenhance vegetation commiyriesistance and resiliencgow
potential fire progression and ardfire suppression.

Increasgerennial understoryegetation composition and increase the diversity of grass
and forb species.

Reduce the density ginyonjunipertrees from within historically sagebrush dominated
plant communities.

Increase availableabitat for nesting and early brood rearing/yearlong greater sage
grouse use.

Increasend protect valuable mule deer and elk habitat within the watersheds.

Resource management objectives include the following:

1.3.3 Short Term Objectiveq5 yearspost treatment)

T

Reducetreesto less than 5% treated areas éthase |, Phase Il and Phaseplfiyon
juniperestablishmenbn sagebrush ecological sitesincreasayreater saggrouse
habitat(see Miller et al., 2008 for Phase I, Il and Il descriptions)

Reduce tree canopy cover in sagebrush communities to 5% or less il Etwaiser
expansiorsitesand 3% or less in greater sag®use lek habitat6 miles fran lek

center)

Reduce tree density to approximately-13D trees per acre or a Stand Density Index of
40-60 (10%15% of maximum) in thinned treatment areas within woodlands sites and
some sagebrush sites.

Create mosaic of treated and untreatedsito ahance wildlife habitaand meet visual
resource objectives

Keep annual gras®over Bromus tectoruncheatgrass) at less than 5% in previously
unestablished areas.



1.3.4Long Term Objectives (5 to 10 years post treatment)

1 Enhancegreater saggrouse abitat by maintaining onicreasingagebrush canopy
coverto 151 25%, increasing herbaceous foliar cover to a minimum éb,18nd
reducing standing tree cover in priorignd general habitat. These objectives would be
matched up with Tablei2, AppendixE.

1 Reduce tree cover andareasesagebrush and understory species density in Phase Il and
lll pinyon-juniper expansion areas (Miller et,&008) within sagebrush ecological sites.

1.4 Relationship to Planning

TheProposedAction and dternativesbeing considered in this EArein conformance with the
Ely District Record of Decision and Approved Resource ManagementAlgnigt 2008, as
amended, as required by regulation (43 CFR 16B0d)). TheProposedAction is in
conformance with the following sgific goals, objectives and decisiooisthe Ely Resource
Management Plan:

Fish and Wildlife

Goal

Ely RMP (2008)Provide habitat for wildlife (i.e., forage, water, cover, and space) and fisheries
that is of sufficient quality and quantity to support prative and diverse wildlife and fish
populations, in a manner consistent with the principles of rasimanagement, and to sustain
the ecological, economic, and socialues necessary for all species.

Objectives

Ely RMP (2008):To manage suitable haltitar aquatic species, priority wildlife species, and
migratory birds in a manner that will benefit wildlife species directly or indirectly and minimize
conflicts among species and wildlife or habitat losses from permitted activities. Priority species
for terrestrial wildlife habitat management related to this project are greategrsage, mule

deer, pronghorn antelope, and migratory birds. Priority habitats include
calving/fawning/kidding/lambing grounds, crucial summer range, crucial winter range, and
occupied habitat. To use wildlife water developments, both natural and artifi@ahamcehe
condition of wildlife habitat, and to use artificial wildlife water developments to mitigate impacts
to wildlife species from loss of natural wasgurces oloss of habitat.

Management Actions

General Wildlife Habitat Manament (Aquatic and Terrestrial)



Ely RMP (2008)WL-1: Emphasize management of prioritgbitats for priority species.
ParameterElk, Mule Deer, Pronghorn Antelope, and Rocky Mountain Bigli8ireep Habitats

Ely RMP (2008)WL-8: Focus restoration projects initially in priority habitats (i.e.,
calving/fawning/kidding/ lambing grounds, crucial summer range, and crucial winter range), and
then in other seasahhabitats within a watershed.

Ely RMP (2008)WL-9: Manage elk habitat by implementing the action and strategies identified
in the Central Nevada, Lincoln County and White Pine County Elk Management Plans that the
Ely District Office has the authority to implement, and that are consisténtwaiershed

restoration stragies.

Special Status Species RMP Go&8SS and Greater Saggrouse (GRSG) Goal

Goals

Ely RMP (2008):Manage public lands to conserve, maintain, and restore special status species
populations and their habitats; support th@vecy of federally listed threatened and endangered
species; and preclude theed to list additional species.

Ely GRSGRMP Amendment (20158SS 1Conserve, enhance, and restore the sagebrush
ecosystem upon which greater sggeuse populations dependan effort to maintain and/or
increase their abundance and distribution, in cooperation with other conservation partners.

Objectives

Ely RMP (2008):SSS:To manage suitable habitat for special status species in a manner that will
benefit these species ditly or indirectly and minimize loss of individuals or habitat from
permitted activites.

Ely GRSGRMP Amendment (2015 SS 1Manage land resource uses to meet greater sage
grouse habitat objectives, as described in Talk® Phe habitat objectives witle used to

evaluate management actions that are proposed in greategreage habitat. Managing for

habitat objectives will ensure that habitat conditions are maintained if they are currently meeting
objectives or if habitat conditions move toward thelsgctives in the event that current

conditions do not meet objectives.

Ely GRSGRMP Amendment (2015SS 2Maintain or improve connectivity between, to, and
in Priority Habitat Management AreaBHMAS) andGeneral Habitat Management Areas
(GHMAS) to pronote movement and genetic diversity for greater gagease populkion
persistence and expansion.

Ely GRSGRMP Amendment (2015 SS 3 Identify and implement greater sagmuse
conservation actions that can augment, enhance, or integrate program carsergasures
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established in agency and state land use and policy plans, to thecexigatent with applicable
law.

Management Actions

Ely RMP (2008)SS 1: Prioritize conservation, maintenance, and restoration actions for special
status species based twe following order of importance: 1) federally listed endangered species;
2) federally listed threatened species; 3) federal proposed species; 4) federal candidate species
and 5) BLM sensitive species.

ParameterGreat Basin Sagebrush Habitat

Ely RMP (20®@) SS37: Manage greater saggouse habitat by implementing those actions and
strategies identified in the BLM National SaGeouse Habitat Conservation Strategy, Greater
SageGrouse Conservation Plan for Nevada and Eastatifornia, and local greateagegrouse
conservation plans that the Ely District Officas the authority to implement.

Ely RMP (2008)SS38: Maintain intact and quality sagebrush habitat. Prioritize habitat
maintenance actions from tB&M National Sage Grouse Conservation Stratiegyl) maintain

large areas of high quality sagebrush currently occupied by greategreage; 2) maintain

habitats which connect seasonal sagebrush habitats in occupied source habitats; and 3) maintain
habitats that connect seasonal sagebrush habitatsupied isolated habitats.

Ely RMP (2008)SS39: Implement proactive and large scale management actions to restore lost,
degraded, or fragmented sagebrush habitats and increase greatgosaggyopulations.

Prioritize habitat restoration actions fraghe BLM National Sage Grouse Conservation Strategy
to: 1) reconnect large patches of high quality seasonal habitats, which greaigrosesge

currently occupy; 2) enlarge sagebrush habitat in areas greategreage currently occupy; 3)
reconnecstrondnold/source habitats currently occupied by greater-gagese with isolated

habitats currently occupied by greater sggeuse; 4) reconnect currently occupied and isolated
habitats; 5) restore potential sagebrush habitats that currently are not otgugiedter sage
grouse. Develop allowable use restrictions in greatergamese habitats undergoing restoration,
on a casdy-case bais, as dictated by monitoring.
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Vegetation

Goal

Ely RMP (2008):Manage vegetation resources to achieve or maintastaasiand resilient
ecological conditions while providing for sustainable multiple uses and optiorrefartture
across the landscape.

Objective

Ely RMP (2008):To manage for resistant and resilient ecological conditions including healthy,
productive, ad diverse populations of native or desirable nonnative plant species aperapria
the site characteristics.

Management Actions
General Vegetation Management

Ely RMP (2008)VEG-1: Emphasize treatment areas that have the best potential to maintain
desiredconditions or respond and return to the desired range of conditions and mosaic upon the
landscape, using all available currenfuture tools and techniques.

Ely RMP (2008)VEG-5: Focus restoration of undesirable conditions initially on those sites that
have not crossed vegetationrs#ional thresholds.

Ely RMP (2008)VEG-6: Emphasize the conservation and maintenance of heeffilent, and
functional vegedtion communities befe restoration of other sites.

Ely RMP (2008)VEG-7: Determine seed mixam a sitespecific basis dependent on the
probability of successful establishment. Use native and adapted species that compete with annual
invasive spcies or meet other objectives.

Parameteéy Sagebrush (basin big sagebrush, Wyoming big sagebrush, mabigtaagebrush,
and black sagebrush)

Ely RMP (2008)VEG-16: Implement actions to attain the desl vegetation states shown in
Table 1

12



Table 1.1. Desired Range of Conditions of Sagebrush (Distribution of Phases &bthtes)

State/Phastlame| Total Herbaceous | Total Shrub |Total Tree |Altered State Altered State
State (Early, Mid, |State State Annual/Perennial Nonnative Perennial
and Late Phasés) Invasive Seeded
LANDFIRE A, B,andC D E Uncharacteristic Uncharacteristic
RMP2 85% 5% 5% 0% 5%
(4,776,500 acres) |(281,000 (281,000 (0 acres) (281,000 acres)
acres) acres)

1Sagebrusin the mid-late phaseof the herbaceoustateis desiredfor wildlife habitat.

2The ProposedRMP approximatesndincorporateshe LANDFIRE BiophysicalSettingModels forGreat
Basinxeric mixed sagebruslandinter-MountainBasinbig sagebrushAltered states (annual/perenniavasive
andnonnativeperenniabeededareanuncharacteristiconditionnot recognizedy LANDFIRE Biophysical
Seting Modelsbut are part of currentconditions

Ely RMP (2008)VEG-17: Integrate treatments to:

1. Establish and maintain the desired herbaceous state or early shrub state where sagebrush is

present along with a robust understory of perennial species.

2. Prioritize treatments toward restoration of sagebrush communities on areas withsaddsper
and higher precipitation.

Ely GRSGRMP Amendment (2015preater Saggrouse Sagebrusiteppe MD VEG 2:
Incorporate Greater Saggouse Habitat Objectives (TableZ AppendixE) in the design of
habitat restoration.

Ely RMP (2008)VEG-18: Manage native range to meet the requirements of wildlife species.
Management will focus on maintaining or establishing diversity, mosaics, and connectivity of
sagebrush betweenagraphic agas at the mid and fine scales.

Ely GRSGRMP Amendment (2015}reater Saggrouse Sagebrusiteppe MD VEG 3:Use
BLM greater saggrouse habitat maps, habitat objectives (See TaldeAppendixE for
greater saggrouse habitat objectives),@agical site potential, state and transition models, and
concepts of resistance and resilieterioritize habitat restoration projects, including those
following wildfire, to address the most limiting greater sggeuse habitat vegetation
componentsrad connect seasonal rangesbitat resbration includes the following:

O«

objectives (Tablei2, AppendixE)

O«

Restoring sagebrush canopy in PHMAs and GHMASs to meet greategsagee habitat

Reestablishing perennial grasses and native forbs in PHMAs and GHMA

13




O«

Reducing or removing pinyon or juniper in PHMAs @MIHAS to enhance seasonal range
connectivity and to maintain sagebrush canopy and understory integrity

O«

Restore areas affected by wildfiredghe continuing invasive annual fire cycle to meet
greater sge-grouse habitat objectives (Table22 AppendixE)

(@4

Prioritize restoration in areas that have not crossed ecological threshold

Ely GRSGRMP Amendment (2015preaterSagegrouse Conifer encroachment MD VEG 13:
Remove conifers encroaching into sagebruslit&igbin a manner that considers tribal cultural
values. Prioritize treatments closest to occupied greatergsagse habitats and near occupied
leks and where juniper encroachment is phase 1 and phase 2. Usespégiie analysis and
tools like Veggation Dynamics Development Tool (VDDT) and Fire and Invasive Assegsme
Tool (FIAT) will help refinethe location fo specific areas to be treated.

Visual Resources

Goals

Ely RMP (2008):Manage public land actions and activities in a manner consisténEtlyit
District Office visual resowe management class objectives.

Objectives

Ely RMP (2008):To implement multiple use activities within the planning area with mitigation
measures consistent with the \astesource management classes.

Management Action

Ely RMP (2008)VR-4: Manage the Pony Express National Historic Trail corridor under Visual
Resource Management Class Il objectives

Fire Management

Goals

Ely RMP (2008)Provide an appropriate management response to all wildland fires, with
emphasis on fifgghter and public safety, consistent with overall management objedReésin

fire to its natural role in the ecological system and implement fuels treatments, where applicable,
to aid in returning fire to the ecological system. Establish a communityagdn program that
includes fuels reductiowith the wildland urban interface treate firesafe communities.
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Objectives

Ely RMP (2008):To manage wildland and prescribed fires as one of the tools in the treatment of
vegetation communities and wateggls to achieve the desired range of condition for vegetation,
watersheds, and other resource programs (e.g., livestock, wild horses, soils, etc.).

Management Action

Ely RMP (2008)FM-4: Incorporate and utilize Fire Regime Condition Class as a major
componat in fire andfuels management activities. Use Fire Regime Condition Class ratings in
conjunction with vegetation objectives (see the discussion on Vegetation Resources) and other
resource objectives to determine appropriate response to wildland fireslegld determine

where to utilize prescribed fire, wildland fire use, or other-fien(e.g, mechanical) fuels
treatments.

Ely RMP (2008)FM-5: In addition to fire, implement mechanical, biological, and chemical
treatments along with other tools andheiques to achieve vegetation, fuelsd other resource
objectives.

The action would also assist with meeting $tandards and Guidelines for Nevada's

Northeastern Great Basiwhich states in part (page 13), "Create and maintain a diversity of
sagebruls age and cover classes on the landscape through the use of prescribed fire, prescribed
natural fire, mechanical, biological and/or chemical means to provide a variety of habitats and
productivity conditions” and "Where pinyon pine and/or juniper trees kagroached into
sagebrush communities, use best management practices to remove treesstatdise

understory species".

1.5 Relationship to Statutes, Regulations or other Plans

The proposal is also consistent with other Federal, State and locabpldrssions including,
butnot limited to, the following:

1 The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 88 48247, January 1,
1970, aamended 1975 and 1994)

1 The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. §81T7B2]
October21, 1976, as amended 1978, 1984, 1986, 1988-1999, 1994 and 1996)

1 Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 88 70312, July 3, 1918, as amended 1936, 1960,
1968,1969, 1974, 1978, 1986 and 1989

1 The Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. §8-1534,December 28, 1973, as
amended 1978982, 1984, and 1988)
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1 Executive Order 13186: Responsibilities of Federal Agento Protect Migratory Birds
(2001)

TheProposedAction is consstent with the followindocal plans:
1 White Pine Countyublic Lands Policylan (2007)

1 White Pine County Portion (Lincoln/White Pine Planning Area) Sagese
Conservation Plan (2004)

1 White Pine County EllManagement Plan (2007 revision)
Archaeological

i State Protocol Agreement between the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Nexhda
the Nevada State Hatic Preservation Office2014)

1 Section 106 and Section 110 of the National Historic Preservation Act (1966)
Pony Express Trall

1 National Trails System Act (1968)

1 P.L. 102328 (1992)

1 U.S.D.l. BLM Manual 628G Management of Natimal Scenic and Historic Trials and
Trails Under Study or Recommended as Suitable for Congressional Designation (2012)

The ProposedAction would facilitaé the following National goals:

1 The National Strategy: The Final Phase of the Development of the Bla@iohesive
Wildland Fire Management Strategy (2014).

1 The Healthy Forests Restoration Act (HFRA) (2003)
1.6 Tiering
This EA is tiered to the aheis and effects disclosed in:

1 Nevada and Northeastern California Gre&ageGrouseProposed Land Use Plan
Amendmen{ARMPA) and knal Environmentalmpact $atement(2015)

1 The Ely Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement
(November 2007)
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1 The Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (REV®getation
Treatments Usinglerbicides on BLM Lands in 17 Western Sta{@907)

1 Vegetation Treatments Using Aminopyralid, Fluroxypyr, and Rimsulfuron on Bureau of
Land Management Lands in 17 Western StRregrammatic EIS and Record of
Decision (BLM 2016)

1 Final Environmental Impa StatementVegetation Treatments on BLM Lands in
Thirteen Western Stated991)

1.7 Scoping, Public Involvement and Issues

The Egan and Johnson Basins Restoration Project was scoped internally by the BLM Egan Field
Office (now known as The Bristlecort@eld Office)Interdisciplinary Team on January 14913.

A coordination letter was sent to the Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW) on January 25,
2013 to initiate greater saggouse and other wildlife consultation and coordination. NDOW and
BLM met seveal other times to coordinate and designate possible treatment areas and methods
that would be beneficial to wildlife.

A scoping letter was sent to interested publics on February 5, 2013 for a scoping period ending
March 1, 2013. One letter of support waseived from the Nevada Wilderness Project on
February 21, 2013. The project was presented and discussed at the White Pine County Public
Lands User Advisory Council (PLUAC) meeting on February 12, 2013. The PLUAC suggested
that the wood be made availalbdethe public for fuelwood. A letter was received from the
Duckwater Shoshone Tribe on February 15, 2013 in which the Duckwater Shoshone Tribe
requested a site visit. The site visswconducted on April 11, 2013.

The project was posted on tNational NEPA Registrafhttps:/ivww.blm.gov/eplfront-
office/eplanning/nepa/nepa_tlister.do) on February 14, 2013.

Theproposed projeatas briefly delayed, buhe BLM continued planning efforts in November
2015. In 2015 the project lead, BLM wildlife biologist and NDOWVisted theproject

proposal and additional treatmeareas were recommended due to the locatigreater sage
grouse habitatOn November 112015 Ely District BLM sent individual tribes a letter inviting
them to participate in formal Government to Governmentudtateon An additionalscoping

letter was sertb interested public oRebruary 17, 2016 with project updates due to the addition
of 22,000 proposed project acres. The lgitervided a 15day scoping period, anidcluded

updates to the project proposabancluded a project majdentification of issues for this EA

was accomplished through consideration of internal and external scoping comments and the
resourcesvhich couldpotentiallybe dfected by théProposedAction and alternatives
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Key issueor potential impactsdentifiedduring the scoping procesgludedthe following

resources

=
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Cultural and Historic Resource Valges
Wildlife;

Forest Resources

Rangeland Resources

Livestock Grazing

Special Status Species

Soil;

Vegetation

Lands with Wildeness Characteristicand
Riparian Zones

Climate Change
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Chapter 2 Proposed Action and Alternatives

2.0 Introduction

This chapter describes the Proposed Actilba No Action AlternativeandAlternatives

Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Analygiernatives were considered if presented

during scoping if they met tHéurpose and Neddr the project. The No Action Alternative is
considered current management, and is presented as comparison of impacts from the Proposed
Action.

2.1 Adaptive Management

Adaptive management is proposed for this project due to the extended proposed project timeline
and need for flexibility in treatments. Adaptive management as described by the National
Research Council and adopted by the Department of Interior issaotiemaking process that
supports flexibility in decision making and allows for adjustments due to uncertainties of
outcomes. Adaptive management allows the use of primary or other appropriate treatment
methods to achieve objectives for each treatment Adaptive management recognizes the
importance of natural variability in contributing to ecological resilience and productivity.

Treatment methods available for considerationudelthose listed in Section 2. reatments

would be altered or adjustednbt meeting or making progress towards objectives destin
the following Section 2.2nd Table P2 Habitat Objectives for Greater Sageuse described
in AppendixE of this document.

If short term objectives are not met, additional treatmentsidmiimplemented to assist the area

in meeting objectives. For example, if cheatgrass cover is greater than 5% and there is no other
perennial species cover, the area could be treated widmpeegent herbicide. When tree cover
exceeds the objectives, atilohal treatments could be implemented. Additional seeding of
perennial species could be implemented if original seeding fails to establish within 5 years.

2.2 Description of the Proposed Action

TheProposedAction project boundary is approximately 84%dcres and encompasses 21
treatment units identified within that boundafe 21 treatment units areparoximately 3,455

acres of public lands administered by the BLM and 1,045 acres of private lands in the Egan and
Johnson Basins. Treatment of privited wouldonly occur ifa cooperative agreemaat
executedvith the private land owners. Up fiature of the treatment unit acresay be treated

within the identified units. A combination of vegetation treatment methods would be used to
achieve resourcebjectives. The proposed treatment methods would include: tree thinning
(mechanical and manual methadsjescribed fire, seedinand invasive species contrélteas
targeted for treatment are sagebrush communities vpingyenjunipertrees have become
establishedSome pinyorquniper woodlands could be incidentally treated near transition areas of
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sagebrush and woodland communitl&thin theproject boundargand between treatment units
hand thinning of Phase | pinyganiperwould occur Estimated a@s of targeted Phase |
pinyortjuniper that occurs outside the treatment units but within the project boundary is
approximately2,300 acresSeeAppendix A, Map 1 for a map of the proposed project and
treatment units.

Treatment Methods

Tree removal treatmémethods being considered for this project include hand thinning,

chaining, mastication, whole tree thinning, mulctamgpping prescribed fire and fuelwood

harvest. Additionallyselect areas of the projecbuld be seeded and treated for noxious and

invasive weeds. All trees would be cut within 200 feet of identified springs and associated

riparian areas. Treatments may require maintenance in the future in order to maintain achieved or
desired vegetation conditions. Any maintenance treatments woukld®hhe same design

features as initial treatment design. Following treatments, fuelwybe available for harvest.

Tree thinning would consist of removipgyonjunipertreesfrom the sagebrush and woodland
sites. Methods fathinningtrees woulcconsist of both hand fellin@e.g., chainsawand

mechanical methodg.g., chainsaw, mastication, feller bunch&he mechanical methods

would occur in the areas that exhibit higher tree delsity, Phase Il and Il area$) large

portion of the trege would behinnedfrom the project area. Single trees, small patches, larger
islands and stringers of trees would be left so that the treatment appears as a natural as possible
and to provide for wildlife habitat. In order to reduce the visual impadt@fandscape, the
mechanical treatment edges would follow natural contours to avoid straight lines and to better
mimic natural patterns across the landscijmits would be irregular and curvilinear (not a
straight line), following natural vegetation ammghographic boundaries as much as possible.
Islands of vegetation would be left to create a mo#gpendix | of this document shows

similar treatments in Ely District and gives the reader a visual idea of what treatments can like
both close up and fromdistanceMechanical tree thinning would consist of selective and group
tree thinning as well as creating larger cleariaugg openings through mastication or chaining.
Both methods would require the use of heavy equipment such as a masticator, balldrog, f
buncher, or similar piece of equipment that would selectively remiosiered the trees, or using

an Ely chain (ship anchor chain with railroad iron welded perpendicular to the links) pulled by
two bulldozers tdghin/remove trees. Biomass resultimgrh the thinning of the pinyejuniper

would be available to the public for fuelwood and the remaining slash maft basite ompiled

and burned to renve excess fuel from the sites.

Chaining

Chaining would be the primary treatment methodreas idenfied as Phasé and Phasdl
woodland successigiMiller et al,, 2008)and areas of higher pinyojuniper densities. The
chaining would consist of two bull dozers pulling a large ship anchor chain between them to
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remove larger areas of trees. The chlvaiuld be pulled in one direction and would then be

pulled in the opposite direction to increase tree mortality. Chaining would be conducted in such a
way to creatérregularedges that blend the treatment areas inttetidscape and replicate
naturaldisturbance patterns. Island and stringers would be left to provide cover for wildlife.
Timing of thechaining would follow design feature restrictions. Chaining would avoid areas of
high density and established stands of mahogany.

Mastication

The masticatiomethod would consist of grinding trees to mulch using a cutting head attached to
a piece of machinery. Mastication wodldn/remove trees while still maintaining a natural
mosaic appearance. Studies show that mastication is most effective when dpsnexiniéals are
still present and abundant enough to-oampetenvasive annuals for relead nutrients (Young

et al, 2014).Mastication is designed to be implemented in areas where perennials and desired
vegetation would likely be mie abundant or area$ Phasdl and Phasdél woodland

succession that require more selective thinrBegding areas prior to or immediately after
mastication would also be considerbthstication would be used in conjunction with other
methods like hand fellinggeedingprescribed fire, chaining, and feller buncher. Biomass from
themastication process would be left-site to degrade naturally and the resulting wood chips
would be spread out no more thHamches thick across the area.

Mechanical Whole Tree Thinning

Wholetree thinning would use a piece of machinery with an attachment that cuts the trees at the
base, like a feller buncher. Trees thinned with this method would be either-&afe am

removed from the site. Biomass utilization would occur in areas thabailg accessible by

vehicles for fuelwood harvest. Similar to mastication, this methadduze used in areas of

Phasdl and Phasdl woodland succession that require more selective thinning treatments.
Whole tree thinning would be used in conjunctvath other methods like masticatiosgeding,

hand felling,prescribed fire and chaininghis method would be primarily used where access is
conducive to biomass utilization.

Hand Felling and Piling

Hand felling would consist of cutting trees using chaws to selectively thin the treatment area.
Hand felling would occur in the areas that exhibit lower tree density, Pbasthbse Il

woodland succession, around spring sources and other sensitive areas or in areas where slope
preventsaccess by heavy migioery. Hand felling would be used in areas where trees are
establishingnto sagebrush habitat. Larger pieces of biomass would be made available to the
public for removal as biomass (fuelwood). Leftover slash may be lopped and scattered, chipped,
removedfrom the site, or piled and burned. A prescribed fire burn plan would be completed and
approved separatefgr burning piles associated with this project. Hand felling would be used in
conduction with all other methods and may be used before and aftematieds. In high
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density areage.g., Phase Il area)inned trees would be piled and later burned, scattered within
the treatment unit or be made available for biomass as fuelwood and removed from the site. In
areas of low tree densifg.g., Phase Jthe cut material would be limbed and scattered or left
next to the stump. Cut trees would be limbed to a height that allows greatgrcase

movement through the area.

Prescribed Fire

Broadcast prescribed fire is a technique used to burn vegetaptate Isolated north and east
facing drainages and slopes identified within several project units may be treated by prescribed
fire to create natural mosaic opening where there is continuous tree cover. These areas mainly
consist of pinyofjuniper woodlads and sagebrush sites dominatedibgle leafpinyon pine
and/orUtahjunipertrees. Prescribefire operations would target approximately 3,8%7es of

public land An estimated 50% to 70% of the total prescribed fire allowable burn area would be
targaed forburningoperations. Ignition would be strategically timed to best reduce fuel hazards
to acceptable levels and benefit ecological system health. A combination of ground and/or aerial
ignition resources would be used to implement the prescribed Buwond firing resources

would include drip torches and terra torch where applicable. Clean up and control would also be
conducted with the use of drip torches and/or terra torch. Aerial application would be through the
use of a helicopter equipped witliPkastic Sphere Dispenser (PSD) machine or helitorch. Safety,
property, current and expected weather, topography (ingress/egress), and holding capabilities
would determine the proper fire application. Control lines for prescribed fire would utilize
naturalbarriers as much possible. In the event natural barriers cannot be utilized, tree and shrubs
would be cut and removed along prescribed fire boundaries. Vegetation removed along the
control line would be piled inside the prescribed fire boundary and bdured) firing

operations. In some casesntrol lines would include scraping, blading, and/or digging to

expose mineral soil. Prescribed burning would be conducted during times of year that would
prevent hydrophobic soil formation to the greatest exiessible. An approved burn plan would

be prepared prior to any ignition operations. The extent of the prescribed fire would be
determined by managementcggons according to burn plarlans would be designed and
approved by qualified resource specialish a projeeby-project basis. Prior to implementing

any broadcast prescribed burn in the project area, BLM would coordinate with NDOW so they
could conduct a site visit during the appropriate time of year. No presdritoedcasburning is
proposed irarea where there is a high potential for cheatgrass, areas below 5,500 feet on north
and east facing slopes or below 6,000 feet on west and south facing slopes.

Pile burning is a technique used to remove slash created from hand felling or other whole tree
thinning. Piles would bburnedwhen the ground is frozen and there is sufficient snow on the
ground to prevent burning surrounding vegetation. Pile burning would require an approved
prescribed fire burn plan before being implemented at the projedPsgs would either be

created by hand piling slash in area of hand felling or by mechanized equipment dragging slash
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to piles in areas of whole tree thinning. Number and height of piles would depend on density and
sizeof trees being removed in area.

Seedng

Seeding woulgrimarily occur in late Phadéand Phasdl pinyonjuniper expansion areas and
would be applied in treated areas that do not have an appropriate amount of grasses, forbs and
shrubs present prior to or post treatment. This would mostiyran areas where very dense tree
cover has prevented adequate understory vegetation to grow or in areas where herbicide is
applied to cheatgrass. Native seed would be the priority howewenative seed would be used
dependingon availability of natie seedsite characteristicgnd risk of invasive species
establishmentSeed could be applied by a number of methods or a combination of the following
methodshand broadcast seeding, aerial seeding, drill seeding or broadcast seedallg with
terrainvehicles (ATVs). Hand broadcast seeding would consist of people walking through the
treatment area with portable seed spreaders. Aerial seeding would be completed with a helicopter
using a large aerial broadcast seeder. Drill seeding would be completéchbipapulling a
rangeland drill to apply and bury the seed directly into the soil. ATV seeding would consist of
driving ATVs through the treatment area with broadcast seeders mounted to the ATV. In areas
that would be chainedr in some mastication aredie seed would beeriallyapplied after the

first pass of the chaining to help incorporate the seed into the soil. Seed dribblers may also be
used on the bulldozers to press smaller seed onto the soil. Sagebrush and antelope bitterbrush
seedling may ako be plantedhanually by handSpeciestypically used in seed mixes for

restoration projectsimilar to those proposed in this E#e listed in table below. The seed mix

used during the projecbuld differ depending on specific site characteristics aeds

availability.

Species (N=native, I=introduced)
Snake River wheatgrass - N
Crested wheatgrass, Hycrest - |
Indian ricegrass, - N
Squirreltail, - N
Needle and Thread - N
Small Burnett - |
Blue Flaxi N
Pal mer 6s Pd&nstemon
Bluebunch wheatgrass - N

Eski Sanfoin - |
Canby'sor S an doluegragsd bl
Antelope Bitterbrush - N

Invasive Speciesand WeedControl

Management of weeds would include best management practices for early detection and to
prevent spread; and treatments to control ctipepulations and any new weed populations
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discovered during the life of the project. Treatments could include biological controls, targeted
grazing, mechanical controls and herbicide. For biological controls only the release of U.S.
Department of Agricutire (USDA)- Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service approved

insects or pathogens would be used and would be accompanied by a BLM Biological Control
Agent Release Proposal. Targeted grazing would only be used to suppress large patches of
cheatgrass #t are hindering successful recovery of desired plant species. Sheep, cattle, or goats
may be used as long agthnimals are intensely managedl removed when the targeted

species is reduced to a height of two to three inches. Timing restrictions ppltdroen using
targeted grazing to reduce impacts to desired plant species.

Treatmentgor weed contromay include hand pulling, mowing, cutting using hand or chainsaw,
and prescribed fire. Chemical treatmentsuld be used to target cheatgrass or nelidgovered
noxious and invasive weeds within the vegetative treatments areas.

Any herbicide treatments would requir@asticide Use i®posal(PUP) prior to treatment and a
PesticideApplication Record (PARjollowing implementationHerbicidesmost likdy to be

usedfor treatment ofnoxious and invasive weeds before, during or after proposed treatments
include glyphosate and/or imazapior cheatgras<2,4-D, dicamba, picloranfor yellow star
thistle;2,4-D, dicamba, chlorsulfuron, metsulfuron, picloraglyphosatdor other thistles2,4-

D, dicamba, clopyralid, picloram, aminopyrafat spotted knapwee@,4-D, chlorsulfuron,
metsulfuron, imazapifor hoary cressand2,4-D, glyphosatdor water hemlock Other

herbicides that have similar mode of antas those above may be used if approved by BLM and
are listedn the BLM Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicides on Bureau of Land Management
Lands in 17 Western States Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Record of
Decision (BLM2007), theVegetation Treatments Using Aminopyralid, Fluroxypyr, and
Rimsulfuron on Bureau of Land Management Lands in 17 Western Btatgsmmmatic EIS and
Record of Decision (BLM 2016)Surfactant@ppropriate to the herbicide and targeted plants
that have beeapproved and described in the above listed EISs would bespending on
chemical, size of the area and acceptable amount of drift, applications of treatments could
include backpack application, pack animal tank application, ATV/UTV tank applicétimh, or
tractor tank apptiation, and aerial applicatioAll activities would follow the Standard

Operating Procedures outlined in the Weeds Risk Assessment (ApBgn&igparian resources
along the border of the proposed treatment area would be lolffearoid introduction of
herbicide into water sources. Herbicide would be used according to label instructions. In
addition,all Standard Operating Procedures (SOPSs) listed in the BLM Programmatic EIS for
Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicide (BL2@07) and theVegetation Treatments Using
Aminopyralid, Fluroxypyr, and Rimsulfuron on Bureau of Land Management Lands in 17
Western StateBrogrammatic EIS and Record of Decision (BLM 2046uld be followed
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Treatment Unit Descriptions

Specific units withn the project area have been identified as areas targeted for treatment. The
type of treatment within each unit varies depending on the successional phase of the existing
vegetation and the desired range of conditidiable 2.1describes specific treatmtsrfor the

project units Primaryvegetatiorcommunities is based ddiophysicalSettings(BpS) from
LANDFIRE (NIFTT 2009) All units described below would potentially be seeded and treated
for nonnativeinvasivespecies. Biomass in treated areas wouldvaglable for public purchase

for fuelwood or other forestry produdfsuch use would meet vegetation objectiviegatment
types selected for each unit are dependent on ecological state and succession. Woodland
expansiornnto sagebrush sites the prgect area is characterized using the model described by
Miller et al., 2008 Phasd is an early stage with pinyon pine and juniper trees in an early
establishmenstage with shrubstill being a dominant component. Ph#lsis mid-succession

with shrubs ad trees calominating the landscape. Phdiéds a late succession stage with trees
dominating the landscape and shrubs are reduced ezxistent. Phaskl generally lacks a
healthy understory cfhrubsforbs and grasseBhotos 1 and 8how examplesf these
characteristics from the Egan and Johnson Basins proposed project area.
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Photo 1: Exampl of Phai;einyonjuieearly successional stadénit 9.

7]

o e RN RN
Example of Phadé pinyonjuniperlate successional stgdégnit 10

This plothas 32% myon-juniper cover an®09 trees/acre.

Photb 2
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Table 2.1 Project Description

Unit
N’\Lljarlnnl])%r BLM | Private Vzmgg t)i/on Specific Treatment Area Preferred Treatment
Acres | Acres getatic Objectives/Commentg Methods**
and Communities
Acres
Project
Treatnent | 37,455| 1,045
Areas
Double chaining with Ely
chainand/or mastication

Black Sagebrush Create ]Enolsi;uc openings, ?nd seeding of shrut_)sh,_

Mtn Sagebrush reduce fuel loading and orbs and grasses within

. ) enhanceshrub, forb and Phasdl andlll. Treat

Wyoming Big - ithi f difficul

Unit 1 3068 Sagebrush grass composition within | ~1,990 acres of di icult
' ; . Phasdl andlll area. to access North facing

Pinyon/Juniper : . .

Mt Mahogany Reduce tre cover in Phaske s_Iop_esmth prescibed
areas and along boundary | fire if Phasdl. Hand
with other treatments. cutting in Phase | areas

and along edges of
mechanical treatments.
Double chaining with Ely
chainand/or mastication
Create mosaic openings, | and seeding of shrubs,
Wvoming Bi reduce fuel loading and forbs and grasses within
Y g =g enhanceshrub, forb and Phasdl andlll. Hand
Sagebrush rass composition within | cutting inPhasd areas
Unit 2 2,166 Mtn Sagebrush g P 9
Phasdl andlll area. and along edges of

Black Sagebrush d - Ph hanical

Pinyon/Juniper Reduce tree cover in Phas¢ mechanical treatments.
areas and along boundary | Treat ~727 acres of
with other treatments. difficult to access North

facing slopes vih
prescribed fire if Phagé.
Double chaining with Ely
chainand/or mastication
Create mosaic opeis and seeding of shrubs,
OPaTyS, forbs and grasses within
. . reduce fuel loading and

Wyoming Big Phasdl andlll. Hand
enhanceshrub, forb and S

Sagebrush rass composition within cutting in Phasé areas

Unit 3 2,413 Mtn Sagebrush g P and along edges of
Phasdl andlll area. .
Black Sagebrush . mechanical treatment.
. : Reduce tree cover in Phasg

Pinyon/Juniper Treat ~840 acres of

areas and along boundary | ...
: difficult to accessorth
with other treatments. .
facing slopes wh
prescribed fire bPhase
Il.
Masticate and/or
Black Sagebrush | Increaseshrub, forb and mechanical treatment in
. WyomingBig grass composition. Reducg Phasdl areas. Hand thin
Unit 4 1,108 --- .

Sagdérush tree cover and create mosg in Phasd and along
openings. edges ofmechanical

treatment.
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Unit

N’\Lljarlnnl])%r BLM | Private Vzmgg t)i/on Specific Treatment Area Preferred Treatment
Acres | Acres getatic Objectives/Commentg Methods**
and Communities
Acres
Masticate/mechanical an
Black Sagebrush . . inl h hin | | :
Wyoming Big C_reate_mo_salc openings in| hand thin lower elevation
. pinyon-juniper. Remove areas of Phadeandll
Unit 5 3,110 Sagebrush . . o
trees from open sites and | pinyonjuniper. Ely
Mtn Sagebrush . :
. . sagebrush dominated area] double chairPhasdl and
Pinyon/Juniper
Il areas.
Create mosaics in upper
WyominaBi elevation sites and create
Say ebru%h 9 habitat corridor for Greater
Unit 6 1,531 g sagegrouse. Stegness of | Hand thin lop/scatter.
Mtn Sagebrush T
. . terrain within Telegraph
Pinyon/Juniper o
Canyon may limit treatmen
options.
{\//Ivtr:)?nei\rgl]e%riush Create mosaic openings in| Masticate and/or
. Y g =19 pinyon-juniper. Remove mechanicatemoval and
Unit 7 958 Sagebrush . S
trees from open sites and | hand thin in Phaskeand
Black Sagebrush .
. : sagebrush dominated area| Phasdl areas.
Pinyon/Juniper
. . . VR masticate/mechanical in
Unit 8 1,184 Wyoming Big trees from open sites in
i Phasd and Phasd
Sagebrush drainage bottoms and oper
. . areas.
Pinyon/Juniper slopes.
Remove stablishing Hand thin in less dense
Black Sagebrush | pinyonjuniper from open | and open areas.
Mtn Sagebrush | sites and sagebrush Masticate and/or remove
Unit 9 1572 Wyoming Big dominated areasntrease | biomasshy mechanical
Sagebrush shrub, forb and grass means in Phadé and
Pinyon/Juniper competiton by removing area with denser pinyen
trees. juniper.
Remove stablishing
pinyonjuniper from open
sites and sagebrush Changing Phask and
Black Sagebrush | dominated areasntrease | Phaelll areas and uppel|
Unit 10 2801 Mtn Sagebrush | shrub, forb and grass slopes 6boundary. Hand
' Wyoming Big competition by removing thin and mechanal thin
Sagebrush trees from Phaseand lower areas and Phake

Phasdl areas. Craa
mosaics openings in Phase

3 areas.

andll areas.
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Unit

N’\Lljarlnnl])%r BLM Private Vzmgg t)i/on Specific Treatment Area Preferred Treatment
and Acres | Acres Comgmunities Objectives/Commentg Methods**
Acres
Create openings for SG . .
migration corridors in Hgnd Thin or mechanica
) thin southern and lower
Black Sagebrush deeper drainages from elevation areas. Lop and
Wyoming Bi Telegraph ad north end of scatter ad/or re.move
Say ebru%h ’ unit. Removepinyor biomass from drainages
Unit11 | 12,458 g juniperfrom lower nag
Mtn Sagebrush . : to create pen corridors.
Pinyon/Juniper elevations andncrease Masticate Phaskeand
Wh?{ce Fir P shrub, forb and grass Phasdl areas at mid
compettion by removing elevation to create
pinyonjuniperfrom Phasé oDeninas
and Phaséd areas. P gs.
Increaseshrub, forb and . ,
Mtn Sagebrush | 933 compositiom al Eih?:r aeTgég;i(gr:‘azE::;e
w omirglj Bi Phase as. Reduce tree Hgnd thin or mechanic.al
Unit 12 1,618 Y g B9 cover in Phaskareas and ;
Sagebrush . i thin lower areas ahe
Pinyon/Juniper along um; boundarle_s. unit and in area of Phase
Leave stringers and islandg and Phasél
of pinyonjuniper. '
Wyoming Big Remove younger age class
Unit 13 255 --- hsﬂ?gesguzgrush pinyonjuniper, leaving only, lljr?i?d thin trees withithe
Pinyon/%uniper larger mature trees. '
Black Sagebrush | Remove younger age clasg
Unit 14 278 Mtn Sagebrush | pinyonjuniper trees, Hand thinpinyonjuniper
Mtn Mahogany leaving only larger mature | within the unit
Pinyon/Juniper | trees.
Removepinyonjuniper Lo
Black Sagebrush | from Phasé andll areas Hg::ib-:_:':]r;;?cgﬁzzage
Unit 15 353 Wyoming Big andestablishmenin gnd/o mechanical
Sagebrush sagebrushaminated areas removal in PhasH areas
in northern part of unit. '
Eﬂlﬁlc;:agber B;uhsh Remove younger age clasg Hand thin ad mechanica
Unit 16 1,195 --- Mtn Ma%o an pinyonjuniper, leaving removal in Phaskand
Pinyon/Jur?ipe); older mature trees. Phasdl areas.
Mtn Sagebrush | Reduce pinyofuniper tree
Unit 17 959 Wyoming Big cover and open drainages,| Lop/Scatter, hand
Sagebrush creating corridors for thinning with chain saws,

Pinyon/Juniper

wildlife movement.
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Unit
N’\Lljarlnnl])%r BLM | Private Vzngg t)i/on Specific Treatment Area Preferred Treatment
Acres | Acres getatic Objectives/Commentg Methods**
and Communities
Acres
Black Sagebrush | Create mosaic openings in| Masticate and hand thin
Unit 18, 86 Mtn Sagebrush | pinyon-juniper. Remove lower elevation aras of
19 Wyoming Big trees from open sites and | Phasd andll pinyor+
Sagebrush sagebrush dominated area| juniper.
Reduce tree cover in Phalsg Lop/Scatter. Steep terrai
Mtn Sagebrush | areas. Improve saggouse ST
i . . . couldlimit ability to treat
. Wyoming Big habitat and create wider . AR
Unit 20 252 --- . certain areas within this
Sagebrush corridor to allow for sage
; . polygon as well as type g
Pinyon/Juniper grouse movement between -
) X equipment used.
quality habitats.
Maintenance treatment of
Black Sageprush the NineMile Chaining
. Wyoming Big . . Lop/Scatter, hand
Unit 21 1,135 project byremoving some S ; ;
Sagebrush . e thinning with chain saws,
pinyonjuniper regrowth
Mtn Sagebrush .
and stablishment

* All areas would potentially be seeded and treated fornmadive species. Biomass in treated
areas would be available for public purchase for foelivAll units wouldbe maintainedvith
treatments identified in theroposedAction dependent on need and funds available. In some

areas biomass would be piled and burned.

** All treatment methods would be available in aflits and is not limited to prefred treatment

methods described above.

2.3

Cultural Resources

Design Features (General Measures)

Prior to implementation, a Cultural Needs Assessment would be completed for each proposed
habitat restoration unit, with a detailed description of the speoifation and proposed

activities.A cultural resource specialist would determine the appropriate inventory and actions

needed to protect cultural properties and areas of traditional religious or cultural importance in
accordance with the most recent Nev&date Protocol Agreement between BLM and the

Nevada State Historic Preservation Offi&e.M 2014),

and

Nevada

BLMOSs

Guidelines and Standards for Archaeological InventBiyM, 2012).For areas that include the
Pony Express Trail Corridor, corfmation would also include the BLM National Historic Trails
(NHT) Lead for Nevada, and the NPS National Trails Intermountain Region.

mo st

Depending on level of surface disturbance, some treatment areas would be inventoried prior to

treatmentTreatment activies would avoid historic properties eligible for listing in the National
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Register of Historic Placeéwvoidanceand bufferareagor nontreated areasyould be

irregularly shaped and blendedtwthe landscape. Within the twoile wide Pony Express (PX)
Trail corridor, and viewshed of the corridor, ttdénning activities wuld be designed and
monitored in consultation with a qualified cultural resource spstcia create a natural mosaic.
To protect the visual integrity of the trail system and prestaeexisting character of the
landscape (i.e., VRM Class Il), treatments within tieTrail Corridor and view shed euld

leave vegetation mosaics, including remnant areas of old growth woodland where they still exist.
Treatments along theXPCorridor woud beintegratednto surrounding treatments and the
natural environment, and restored to a condition similar to the historic environment &f the P
Trail in 18601861. Treatments would followirection inBLM Manual 6280 Management of
National Scenic anHiistoric Trails and Trails Under Study or Recommended as Suitable for
Congressional Designation

Mineral Claims

A survey for mining claim markers in documented active claim sites would be conducted prior to
implementing treatmentiat could potentially daage claim marker\ll active mining claim

marker locations and tag information would be recorded. Active mining claim markers or stakes
would be avoided to the extent practical. Active mining claim markers that are destroyed by
prescribed burning, thinng, or chaining operations would bestaked using a legal mining

claim marker. The rstaking of mining claim markers would occur in coordination with the
existing minirg claimants to ensure accurdegal staking procedures that would minimize
damaged claims. If any mining sites or dumps are discovered within the project area, operations
would avoid these sites in order to minimize risk from potentially hazardous materials or mine
features. Sites would also be reported to the Ely Distaaartious Mierials Coordinator.

Owerland Travel

No new roads would be constructed or maintained during project implementation. Overland
travel with heavy equipment and vehicles would occur during implementation. Loading and
unloading any equipment would occur on &R roads when availableto minimize overland
disturbance and impacts. If determined necessary, signs would be posted along roads within or
adjacent to treatment unitsregards to travel restrictions to assist in mitigating impacts from
future cross auntry travel. Temporary roads or overland travel magllosvedfor hawvesting
fuelwood by the publias part of implementatioAny temporary roads or discernable cross
country travel routes would be rehabilitated by scattering vegetation or slashevead and
seeding after they are no longer needed.

Grazing Management

Coordination with the affected livestock permittees within the allotments being treated would be
conducted prior to treatment occurring. Any livestock grazing closure for the puitbge o
vegetation treatment would be done throagfnazing decision or agreement process and would
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occur prior to the treatent.Livestock grazingvould resume immediately withimeatment areas
that exhibit at least 10 percent foliar covem@l-establshedkey forage species. Seeded areas
would be closed to livestock grazing for at least two growing seaaodsnay be closed longer,
until the following veggation objectives have been matminimum ofthreeplants that are
forage species per square areould be firmly rooted in the treated area. Key forage species
are those plants that are perennial, native or introduced and have the ability to maintain
ecosystem processes and providaderfor livestock and wildlife.

Monitoring

Progress towards méeg vegetation objectives would be measured from selected monitoring

sites using the standard Assessment, Inventory, and Monitoring (AIM) protocols. AIM is a
standard set of methods for monitoring project design and data collection. Supplemental methods
would be added in order to monitor the Habitat Assessment Framework (HAF) indicators
required for activities in greater sageouse habitat and to capture tree density data. Monitoring
sites would be established prior to project implememafalditional stes may be established
following treatment completion. The project area would be inspected prior to the mechanical
treatments to solidify those areas targeted for each spaeifitment in order to achiedesired
management objectives. The treatmentsweauld be monitored following project

implementation to determine success toward meeting objectives. All monitoring methods would
follow objectives consistent with those in tABRMPA for sitescale habitat objectives outlined in
Table 2 2 (AppendixE). The treatment areas would be inventoried for weeds and monitored to
ensure noxious weed infestations are controlled. Noxious weed infestations would be reported to
the Ely District Office Weed Coordinator in order to be evaluatetto determine treatment

needed.

When an area is closed to livestock grazimgingerdisciplinary team would conduct a review of
the resource monitoring data and objectiveaetmmmendvhen livestock grazing should be
allowed to occur within the project area. If environmentaidiacprevent attainment of resource
management objectives following the mandatory rest period, an interdisciplinary team would
review resource monitoring data amtommendin appropriate grazing regime with the

permittee. Monitoring locations would be rseeedthe second year, and as needed thereafter
during the livestock grazing closure period. The livestock closure period may be extended until
vegetation objectives have been nadter whichlivestock graing would resume as permitted.

32



Cadastral Marlers

In accordance with IMNV-2007003, surveys would be conducted for cadastral monuments and
markers prior to any surface disturbing activities and, if they are disturbed, they would be
restoredafter treatment where possible.

Non-Native and Invasive Spes

Stipulations identified in the Weed Risk Assessni@ppendix B, and the Ely District

Integrated Weed Management Plan and Environmental AssessmerB[(MONV-L000-2009
0010EA) would be carried out at the time of implentation within each treatment unit.
Subsequent treatments or changes in treatment methods would require an additional weed risk
assessment and those stipiolas would also be implemented.

Greater sagegrouse

In accordance with Ely Distri®MP, as amendiby theARMPA, September 201%Required
Design Features (RDf)atapply to the project scopeowld be included or recommendied
project implementatiaon

RDFs establish the minimum specifications for certain activities to help mitigate adverse
impacts. Noall RDFs listed in the ARMPA apply to tipgoposedoroject. Greater saggrouse
seasonal habitat data for the proposed project area was requested through Nevada Department of
Wildlife (NDOW) andrecommendations for each habitaduld be applied to proped project
design during implementation. Seasonal greater-gemgse use restrictions are described in
Table2.2below. Seasonal restrictions are from current guidelines identified in the ARMPA and
are to be applied during specified periods. This proppsgéct is a habitat improvement project
designed to increase and improve greater-gag@se habitat within Egan and Johnson Basins.
Seasonal restrictions would be requested to be modified to allow treatment activities to occur
during periods of late bomtrearing (between August 1 and September 15) and winter seasonal
habitat dates (betve@ November 1 and December 31).

Table 2.2. Greater Sagegrouse Habitat Type and Seasonal Use

Seasonal Habitat Type Seasonal Use
Lek March 1 May 15
Nesting and Brod Rearing May 15 September 15
Winter November 1 February 29
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Migratory Birds

In general, treatments other than prescribed fire would be completed in the summer, fall and
winter, outside migratory bird and raptor nesting season (generally April yt81ullf areas

are to be treated during nesting season, areafWwe surveyed for nest locations and nest sites
would be avoided with an appropriate buffer. Actra@tornests would be avoided with the
appr@riate buffer during treatmenthrough coorahation with NDOW inactive, older raptor
nests would be identified and potentially left for future raptor liseraptor nest site is within
greater saggrouse habitat, the tree housing the nest may be removed, after consultation with
NDOW.

Pygmy Rabbit

Ground disturbing activities and prescribed fire would occur outside of the pygmy rabbit
breeding season, January 15 through June 30, in areas that are deactied @ggmy rabbit

habitat by the corresponding land management agency biologidteRneent surveys would be
conducted by a qualified biologist in potential pygmy rabbit habitat to determine presence and
location of any pygmy rabbit burrows or colonies. The colonies would be flagged and avoided.

2.4  Description of Alternatives Analyzed in Deall
No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative is the current management situatioler the No Action Alternative
no treatments to change the current vegetation would be ceddundhe Egan or Johnson Basin
project area and the current vegetatommunities wouldemain ina departed state of
condition class andiould notbewithin a historic range of variability.

2.5 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis
Native Seed Only Treatment Alternative

Under thisalternative all actions identified in the Proposedcion would remain the same

except only native seed would be used in treatment seed mixes. The alternative was dropped
from further analysisisdue to the potential lack of available native seed and the costs associated
with only native seed mixes. TheoposedAction refers to a preference for native seed but

allows for nonnativewhenit would meet objectives.

No Mechanical or Seeding TreatmenAlternative

This alternative waproposediuring the public comment periodrfthe Preliminary EA. Under

this alternative, hand cutting would be the only treatment toolésedi | et bur nodé pol i c
implemented on wildfires occurring in the area, and no treatments would be conducted within the
visual landscape of the Pony Egps Trail.
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Limiting treatments to hand thinning only woulestrict treatments to Phase | areagaling
Phase Il and Phase Il areas with hand cutting wolyld leavedense lateral fuel loadiran the
ground.Understory species germination and estabtisntcould be limited in these areas,
because existing understory is absent. Letting wildfires burn in Preselll areas could
destroylarge areascausing considerable impacts to the landscape. There would be no
treatments avaitde to suppress chggrass if necessaryhis alternative was dropped from
further analysisbecause it does not mdarpose and Neetf the project.
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Chapter 3 Affected Environment and Environmental Effects

3.1 Introduction

The proposed project area occurs within WRitee County, and i®catedapproximately 5

miles west and southwest of Cherry Creek, Nevada and approximately 50 miles northwest of
Ely, Nevada. The area is described as including Egan Basin, Johnson Springs Basin, Cherry
Creek Range and North Egan Rangere specific topographic features in the area are Flint
Canyon, Carson Canyon, Ninemile Summit and Basin, Clonch Canyon, Black CEggon,
Canyon,Telegraph Canyon, Cocomongo Mountain and sections of Butte Valley. The proposed
project area is located thin the Bitte, Egan Basin and Steptoe Bat&rsheds. The proposed
project area is mostly located on the mid to upper benches with some locations in the open
sagebrush flats whepmnyonjuniperestablishmenis early Phasd. Elevations of the project

site range from approximatelyZD0 feet to 800 feet and slopes range from 5 to 30 pedrcen
Annual average precipitatian the project area rang&dom 8 to14 inches

The portion identified within Egan Basin encompasses approximately 15,800 acresof publi
(14,755 acres) and private land (1,045 acres). The Johnson Basin, Flint Canyon, Carson Canyon
and Cherry Creek Summit portion encompasses approximately 6,868 acres of public land. The
south Nine Mile Summit area encompasses approximately 11,880 aprddiofland. There are

two small units identified on the west side of the Cherry Creek Range which encompass
approximately 533 acres. Theroject aredreatment unitencompasses approximately 38,500

acres.

3.2 Resources/Concerns Considered for Analysis

The following items have been evaluated for the poteatisignificant impacts to occur, either
directly, indirectly, or cumulatively, due to implementation of FneposedAction andNo

Action Alternative Consideration of some of these items is to ensomgpliance with laws,

statutes or Executive Orders that impose certain requirements upon all Federal actions. Other
items are relevant to the management of public lands in general and to the Ely BLM in particular
or were identified as issues during scapi

A detailed analysis is presented below for resources whiehv e b een | aabledled fiye:
as requiring further analysis. These resources were identified as issues during scoping, during the
BLM resource specialist internal review period, or regdietailed analysis according to law,

statute, Executive Orders, or BLM policy. These resources are, Fish and Wildlife, Hreaékt
andResources, Rangeland Resources, HealthLivestockGrazing, Special Status Species,

Soil Resources, Vegetative Resces,Visual Resourced,ands with Wilderness Charactercsti

and Wetlands/Riparian Zones.
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Table 3.1 Resources Considered for Analysis

Resource/Concern
Considered

Issue(s)
Analyzed

Rationale for Dismissal from Analysis or Issue(s)
Requiring Detailed Analysis

Air Quality

No

White Pine County, Nevada is designated as attaining A
Quality standards for lead and attainment/unclassifiable
the other six criteria pollutants monitored in Nevada (sul
dioxide, carbon monoxide, ozone, particulate matgeb <
micrometers, particulate matter <10 micrometers, and
nitrogen dioxide). Th&roposedAction and No Action
Alternative would not affect the designation of air quality
standards in White Pine County. Detailed analysis is nof
necessary.

Areasof Critical
Environmental
Concern (ACEC)

No

No ACEC'soccurwithin or adjacento proposedoroject
area.

Cultural and Histori
Resource Values

No

Inventory needs, buffers and avoidance areas associate
each specific proposed treatment would be determined
following the Protocol Agreement between BLM and the)
State Historic Preservation Office. All Historic Properties
that could potentially be affected through implementatiol
the project would be avoide@ultural resources wuld be
avoided through design femes and avoidance using
appropriate buffer arealsnpacts to the Pony Express Tra
Corridorare analyzed under Visual Resources.

Environmental
Justice

No

The community of Cherry Creek,eMadais located
approximately 5 miles northeast of project ditepacts to
thecommunity would be negligible

Fish and Wildlife

Yes

Elk (Cervus canadensisind mule deefOdocoileus
hemionusgrucial summer habitat is presehtfects from
the actions to wildlife habitat are expected andlyzed in
EA.

Floodplains

No

Resourca@otpresent.
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Resource/Concern| Issue(s) Rationale for Dismissal from Analysis or Issue(s)
Considered Analyzed Requiring Detailed Analysis
Forest Health anc Yes Direct or indirecteffectsto Forest Resources and Health
Resources would be expected he effects from the Proposedtfonto
Forest Healtlareconsistent wittihe need for the action an
analyzed irthe EA.

Lands and Realty No There are no conflicting Riglaf-Ways withinproposed
project area.

Migratory Birds No Implementation is not anticipated during the migratory b
nesting period, from April 1 to July 31. If any of the
proposed activities are nessary during that period, a sury
of the areas to be disturbed would be completed prior to
construction by a wildlife biologist in order to identify act
nests so that they may be avoided. A listnagratorybird
species that may be present in the &@acluded in
Appendix C

Mineral Resourceg No Some of théreatmentreas are within the LimButte
exploration boundary. Currently there are no mineral
operations occurring within throposedoroject area. Activ
mine daims would be avoided or4staked if impacted.

Native American No No properties of traditional religious or cultural importan

Religious Concern have been identified by Tribes within or adjacent to the

and other concern proposed project area. BLM wll continue ongoing
consultation with Native American Tribes to identify and
avoid properties of traditional religious or cultural
importance.
Noxious and No A Weed Risk Assessmemfpendix B hasbeen ompleted

Invasive Weed for this project. The Designelatures of th@roposedAction

Management and weed stipulations would help minimize the spread o
weeds. No further analysis is necessary.

Paleontological No No paleontological resources have been identifisdureces

Resources within this Area of Potential Effects (APE).
Prime and Unique No No Prime or Unique Farmland occurs within or adjacent

Farmlands

the proposedoroject area. No detailed analysis is necess
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Resource/Concern| Issue(s) Rationale for Dismissal from Analysis or Issue(s)
Considered Analyzed Requiring Detailed Analysis
Rangeland Yes TheProposedAction may have direct or indireetfectsto
Resources, Health rangeland health due to the change in livestock use as
and Livestock change in vegetation compositidrhere would be no
Grazing changes in livestock use due to the direct effects of the
ProposedAction. The poposed project area to be treated
would be rested from livestock grazing until vegetation
objectives are meEffects from project aranalyzed irthe
EA.

Recreation Uses No TheProposedAction wouldhave a negligible effe¢o
recreation resourceReceation resources would not be
closed. Hunting pressure could increase after completio
the project.

Special Status Yes General and Priority greater sageusehabitat is present.
Animal Species, Special status bird species such as the golden esgldg
other than those chrysaetoy ferruginous hawkRuteo regaliy, and

listed or proposed [ loggerhead shrikd_@énius ludovicianusmay be present
the FWS as within or near the project area. Adherence to the

Threatened or minimization measur in the Migratory Bird section of the

Endangered ProposedAction, would avoidmpactsto most Special
Status avian specidsnpacts aalyzedfurtherin the EA.
Special Status Plar No Resource not known to be present.
Species, other tha

those listed or

proposed by the
FWS as Threatene

or Endangered
Soil Resources Yes Direct effects tosoils durng implementation & expected

and aalyzedfurtherin the EA.

Threatened or No There are no Threatened or Endangered species listed

Endangered Specis
or critical habitat.

proposed for listing known to occur within theoposed
project area.
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Resource/Concern| Issue(s) Rationale for Dismissal from Analysis or Issue(s)
Considered Analyzed Requiring Detailed Analysis
Vegetative Yes Direct impacts to vegetation are expeciedanalyzed

Resources furtherin the EA.

Visual Resources Yes The project area falls withiall VRM Clas®s includingthe
Pony Express CorridofThe Pony Egress Corridor is bein
evaluated foeffects tovisual resource anagement (VRM)

Wastes, Hazardou No TheProposedAction or alternatives would not produce

or Solid hazardous or solid waste.

Water Resources No TheProposedAction is not expected to lead to a measurd
change in the surface and subsurface watecesuwater
rights, quantityand qualityof water that occurs in the
analysis area.

Wilderness No No Wilderness occurs within or adjacent to gineposed
project areaGoshute Canyon is the closest BLMIWérness
Area. It is one mile northeast of the praf areaNo further
analysis is necessary.

Lands with Yes The 1979/1980 Initial Wilderness Inventory for fh@posed

Wilderness project area found the unit to be lacking wilderness

Characteristics character. In 2011, the Ely District began updatindahd

with wilderness characteristics. The project area overlag
portion of one unit found to possd3&/C (Appendix D), so
effects are analyzed further in this EA

Wetlands/Riparian Yes Direct or indirect impact# riparian areas are expected, &

Zones analyzed further in the EA
Wild Horses No Egan Basin project area is within the Triple B Herd

Management Area (HMA). Wild horses would be
temporarily disturbed during vegetation treatment activit
that occur within this aredhe treatment areas co&f,500
acres within th@riple B HMA. 65% of 37,500 i24,375
acres. The Triple BHMA is 1, 232,624 acres. The treati
area affects 2% of the Triple B HMAo direct or indirect
effects would occur to wild horses.
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Resource/Concern| Issue(s) Rationale for Dismissal from Analysis or Issue(s)
Considered Analyzed Requiring Detailed Analysis
Wild and Scenic No No Wild andScenic Rivers occur within or adjacent to th
Rivers proposedroject area.
Climate Change No Creating diverse plant populations would create vegetat

communities that could adapt and respond to climate
changesThe project would result in carbon sequestratis
a result of additional vegetation productivity.

This EA is tiered to the analysis describedhaNevada anc
Northeastern California Greater Sa@eouse Proposedand
Use Plan Amendment and Final EIS (201Bhpacts from
this project would beamote than those discloséual the
above listed EIS
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3.3 Fish and Wildlife
33.1 Affected Environment

The project area is within yeaound, summer and crucial summer habitat for Rocky Mountain
elk and mule deer as well as potential bighorn sheep habisataf\ portion of the most
southern treatment unit (Unit 11) is identified as pronghorn winter rdimgearea also provides
habitatfor coyotes, rabbits, badgers, bobcats, fox, chukar, sagebrush obligate birdeeand ot
small mammals and reptileBhereis no fish habitat within the project area.

3.3.2 Direct and Indirect Effects of Proposed Action

TheProposedAction would temporarily displace wildlife while treatment is occurring and
mortality of less mobile animals may occur by heavy equipnienteve there is adjacent

suitable habitato provide cover and protectioAfter project completion, big game and other
wildlife would likely return to the area. In the long term, the removal of pinyon and juniper trees
would create suitable conditions for masgtdlife species by increasing forage and browse
species as well as maintaining cover (Davies gP@l1; Bates et al2005; Monsen et al

2004). Islands and stringers of trees &dter treatmenivould providesecurity and thermalover

for wildlife adjacent to open forage areas, whuobst wildlife need for appropriate habitat
structurelncreasing forage in the area would reduce conflicts among wildlife, wild horses and
livestock.

3.3.3 Direct and Indirect Effects of No Action Alternative

Under tke No Action Alternative, wildlife habitat would remain in its current condition;

however, the available forage may be reduced through the continued departure from FRCC 1
(Davies et al.2011; Pyke, 2011; Miller and Tausch, 2001). Wildlife forage habitatiadvo

continue to decline and become reduced over t#reduction in forage could create conflicts

and pressure among wildlife, wild horses and livestock, which could stress some wildlife species.

34 ForestHealth and Resources
34.1 Affected Environment

Forest and woodlands in the Egan and Johnson Basins areadidbmtransition from
rangelands in the valley bottoms and bench areas. Single leaf pinyon pine, Utah juniper and
curlleaf mountain mahogany are present in the lower elevations. Denspieyarfjuniper
woodlandsare higher than woulde expected with a moraturaldisturbance regime. The high
treedensitieshaveincreasd the departure from reference conditions. Proposed project
treatments are generally in the rangeland and transit@s compared to the woodland/forested
areas At higher elevations the pinyganiper woodland transitions into foresandsconsisting

of limber pine, white fir and quaking aspéfistorically, fire has played &le in providing

natural disturbance withithe ecosystem. Fire exclusion and suppression lcasred

42



througlout the area since Europeans arrived. The exclusion of fire has affected the volume and
composition of vegetation and woodlands inpheposedroject aregMiller et al., 2008) A

majority of the landscapean be characterized as mature and decadent sagebrush shrubs and
dense stands of pinyganiper treesNative herbaceous understory of grasses and forbs has
decreased in abundanaadan some places is almost Rexistent.

Stand densityStand Density Index (SDI) and canopy cover are methods of evaluating stand
health and competition, both amongst the tree species present as well as understory species.
Stand density is the number of trees per unit area and can give a visual perspéutiamunt

of trees and competition occurring within a stand. Stand Density Index is an index of competitive
interaction. The maximum SDI varies for each tree species and is measured at a given reference
diameter, for a pinyojuniper woodland the maxinmu is 415. At 25% of maximum SDI, trees

begin competing with each other and begin teammhpete understory species. At 35% of

maximum SDI, trees fully occupy the site. At higher densities, competition between trees either
results in reduced growth and vigan individual trees or may result in competitive stress and

tree mortality, perhaps due in part to secondary agents such as insects that are attracted to
stressed trees (Page, 2008). Canopy cover is the proportion of ground that is covered by
vegetativecanopies. This is useful in determining the amount of light and precipitation that may
be reaching the ground. It also can be an indicator of overstory and understory competition as
well as potential soil erosion issues. Increasing tree canopy coverdmshmvn to reduce

shrub and herbaceous understory (Daviet €2@11;personal field observations). Currently, the
project units exhibian average density of4D6 trees per acre,SDI of 383 (92% of maximum),

an average volume of 888 cubic feet peneaand a canopy cover of 58%. The understory species
within the stands are almost reristent.

34.2 Direct and Indirect Effects of Proposed Action

TheProposedAction would remove large areas of trees within the sagebrush and other shrub
sites as welas thin tree density within the selected woodland sites while leaving small patches,
stringers and | arge fislandso of wuntreated
approximately 26,000 acres that are within the project units which hageastablished on

them. This action could remove approximately 50% of the trees within the treatment units or
approximately 13,000 acres of trees, which equates to approximately 11.5 million cubic feet or
approximately 90,000 cords of volume and approxatyat53,000 dry tons of biomass. The

action would allow remaining trees within the thinned areas appropriate space to reduce
competitive interactions and increase tree health and vigor. Thinning and removing trees would
also reduce fire behavior and theesqal of fire and bring the area closer to FRCC 1. The action
would also allow important understory species to establish, creating overall ecological resiliency
and health. Another possible effect from thinning trees would be an increase in pinyon pine nut
production. Other effects would likely include those described in the Rangeland Resources and
Health and Vegetative Resources sections.
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34.3 Direct and Indirect Effects of No Action Alternative

Under heNo Action Alternativeno trees would bthinned oremoved from the project area
The stand density would likely continue to increasefanesthealth would likely continue to
decrease (Davies et al. 2011; Pyke, 2011; Miller and Tausch, Zi@&Lpehavior during
wildfire would be coducive to large scalwildfires, which could burn large portions of the
forest and woodland areas, and could be difficult to rehabilitate to a resilient community.

3.5 Rangeland Resources, Health and Livestock Grazing
35.1 Affected Environment

The majority of thgoroposedroject area is meeting the Upland Sites and the Hakétageland
HealthStandard but is lacking in native herbaceogiass andorb cover(BLM 2008b, BLM

2010) which means @rtions of the area are departed from the reference condiorigns of

the ste may not be reaching the upland site standadwéso the absence or limited occurrence of
grass and forb species

The proposed project is within the Cherry Creek and Medicine Butte grazing allotments.
Currently, there are four grazing permits whickhawuize cattle grazing within the native

portions of the Cherry Creek allotment. One permit authorizes sheep and cattle grazing within
the Medicine Butte allotment. Thwoposedrojecttreatmenunits within Egan Basin receive

very little to no grazing wesdue to the lack of water, high density of trees and lack of forage. The
treatmenunit on Cherry Creek Summit receives occasional grazing use by cattle and can be
described as slight to light use. This area also lacks a reliable water source. Theetdgst@in

the Flint and Cdson Canyon unit receives some use by cattle and can be described as.light use
The reminder of this unit receives no use tluthe high density of treé8LM 2008b, BLM

2010)

3.5.2 Direct and Indirect Effects of Proposed Action

The shortermdirecteffects of theProposedAction would temporarily close livestock grazing
within the treated area until the desired species are established and vegetation objectives have
been metLivestock would be expected to use other acéakeallotmentsduring closure of
treatment areasr be removed from the allotmen@Glosures would be coordinated with the
grazingpermitee Based on current research and field observations of similar treatments within
the local area, the long term effectglod ProposedAction would be expected to shift the current
plant community from a state with little understory to a more destetd ancecological

condition, with more native perennial grasses and forbs as well as a healthy perennial shrub
component. Tis would alsanake progress towasmthieving the rangeland health standards by
providing a more diverse vegetativemmunity of perennial plants that provide for soil stability,
hydrologic function, wildlife habitat and ecological resiliency (Davies.ef@ll1; Bates et al.
2005; Monsen et al2004). This would also likelyicrease areas with available forage that could
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be used byivestock wildlife and wild horsesThis would reduce competition among wildlife
and livestockand wild horsegss more foaging areas would be available for use.

35.3 Direct and Indirect Effects of No Action Alternative

Under theNo Action Alternativegrazing would continue as authorized within the area. Species
composition would remain the same as they are currently ard continue to be reduced

through the continued departure from the reference condition. The available amount of forage
would also remain the same or slowly decrease in thetkmngas trees continue to expand into
the shrub/grass sites (Davies ef2011; Pyke, 2011; Miller and Tausch, 200Chmpetition

with wildlife and livestockand wildhorsesnay increase as forage declinésture reductions in
permitted uses and wild horse management levels may be necessary as understory species
diminish.

3.6 Specal Status Animal Species
36.1 Affected Environment

Greater Sageqgrouse

The project area occurs adjacent to nesting, brood rearing and winter greatgnosagehabitat
and has been identified general angbriority habitat for greater saggouse. Theeasonal
habitat was mapped by NDOW (March 2016) and it was determined that thereesetive
leks andhreepending lek within a four mile buffer of the proposed project area. Telemetry
data, as well as field observations, indicated that greatergsagse use the area year round.
Greater saggrouse habitat classification aneesonafreatersagegrousehabitatmaps can be
found in Appendix AMaps10-13). According to the seasonal habitat mapping, within a four
mile buffer area there are 161,143es of nesting habitat; 155,788 acres of winter habitat;
158,145 acres of brood rearing habitat and 1,483 acres of riparian hetiétébllowing table
details the number of acres of each habitat type within the four mile buffer and within the
proposed mject boundaries.

Table 3.2Greater sagegrouse habitat type and targeted acres

: . Number of Acres Targeted
Habitat Type Tg;alzl)écrcf)e:elg srlc\)/!git%rfézr for Treatment in Proposed
b ) Project Boundariest
Nesting 161,143 23,800
Winter 155788 25,697
Brood Rearing 158,145 26,698
Riparian 1,483 138

*Habitat type within targeted treatment areas overlap.
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The proposed project area is located within the Butte/Buck/White Pine Population Management
Unit (PMU). The table below lists ¢mineacive leks, the lek count from 2012 and 2014, and

the ten year average count. The most recent data, available from 2014 shows that for eight of the
nineactiveleks, the greater saggouse male bird count was either at or below the ten year
average for thdek. The exception is the Log Canyon N lek, which recorded fourteen birds in

2014 while the ten year average is ten.

2012 Lek Count 2014 Lek Count 10 Year Average
Lek Name Numbers Numbers taken from data from
20052014
Paris Creek 6 7 20
Egan Basin SW 5 0 6
Log Canyon N 11 14 10
Black Sage 19 30 32
Gold Butte N 8 N/A* 8
Westside Spring Bench 5 2 7
Cherry Creek S 7 0 9
Borchert Spring N 10 13 13
Sevenmile 23 N/A* 23

*N/A= no data collected that year.

Pygmy Rabbit

The pygmy rabbitBrachylagus idaoensi$ is a sagebrush obligate species. The pygmy trabbi

currently designated as ederal species of concern but has not been warranted for.listing

Pygmy rabbis prefer areas of tall, dense sagebrush growing in deep soils which are friable and
suiteble for digging burrows and is often found along washes or drairfbgesicea and

Brussard, 2008 Isolated portions of the project area do exhibit the preferred habitat for the

pygmy rabbit. Larrucea and Brussard (2008) found current populations of pggbiis
throughout all of the speciesd historic range
sites in Nevada is similar to the historical distribution. One individual or population was

observed in 2005 at a location side the proposed pgexttreatmentrea.
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Raptors

Numerous BLM sensitive raptors are known to utilize the project area including ferruginous
hawks, golden eagle, and northern goshavile most common of these to occur in the area is

the ferruginous hawk, which in Nevada prefepen, rolling sagebrush near the pinyamper
interface. Their favored prey is rabbits, but they also are known to take other small rodents and
occasionally birds and reptiles. The golden eagle typically constructs more than one nest in its
territory that itwould return to over numerous years. The golden eagle is agead resident of
Nevada. The northern goshawk forages in open sagebrush adjacent to riparian aspen stands.
Nests are generally constructed in the largest tress of dense, largeftraatare or old growth
aspen stands.

3.6.2 Direct and Indirect Effects of Proposed Action

TheProposedAction may temporarily displace special status species while treatment is
occurring. The vegetation treatmgatedesigned to improvihe sagebrush \getative

community conditions and habitat, particularly for the shrub and herbaceous understory. These
changes should benefteater saggrousepopulations within the project aredased on the
targeted treatment areas, most pygmy rabbit habitat wowdgdided, since most treatments
would occuron benchesNo direct impacts would occur to nesting raptors because active nests
would be avoided during treatments. Inactive ferruginous hawk nesis fae evaluated to
determine if they should remain for poti&al nesting opportunitiesin the long term, the

removal of pinyon pine and juniper trees would increase and improve sagebrush habitat by
increasing grass, forb and shrub cover (Davies £@l1; Bates et al2005; Monsen et al

2004), benefiting amerous sagebrush obligate species such as greategreage, pygmy
rabbits, B r sagedhradhgand ferraginous mawld diversity of vegetation could
expand the area being used by sggrise, which could improve populations at leks.

3.6.3 Direct and Indirect Effects of No Action Alternative

Under theNo Action Alternative special status species would remain unaffected in the short

term. The continued departure from FRCC 1 would reduce the available habitat for the greater
sagegrouse andtber special status species (Davies eRfll1; Pyke, 2011; Miller and Tausch,
2001). Species that rely on shrub communities would reduce as tree densities increase while tree
dependent wildlife species would increase with increasing tree densities.

3.7 Soil Resources
3.7.1 Affected Environment

The soils within thgoroposedroject unitsare generally soil types found on mountain and fan
remnants. Characteristics of these soils include very gravelly loam, gravely loam, extremely
gravely sandy loaprand vey gravely silt loam. In all these soil types the depth to the water table
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is more than 80 inches and soils are characterized as well drahessk characteristipsovidea
stabilizing dfect on surface erosion conditions and help resist compactioneBkility is
moderate, the soils are generally wadihined, and available water holding capacity ranges from
very low to moderate. The current soil conditions appear to be stable with no signessiee
erosion or compaction.

Soil was surveyed using theeb soil survey online mapping tool (Soil Survey Staff, 20T6g
most predominant soils found in theoposed projedteatmentrea include:

UrmafotBobsPalinor association
PookaloeCawehill-Rock outcrop association

Bobs very gravellyoam, 2 to 8 parent slopes
Palinorvery gravelly loam, 2 to 15 percent slopes
PookaloeCavehillHyzen association
PookaloeHyzenMijoysee association

Cassiro association

PiocheMclvey-Birchcreek association
PyratTulase association

Yody-Fax association

N =2 —a _a _a _a _a _a _a _a _»

w
\‘

Direct and Indirect Effects

The mechanical equipment would disturb soils by directly compacting and displacing surface
horizons, which could lead to an increased risk of wind and water erosion. Soil textures
throughout the treatment areas maotgenerally prone to eopaction given their coarse, gravelly

to rocky characteristics. Soil compaction is not expected to be measurably altered as a result of
theProposedAction and would be expected to recover over the courseeofo twoyears.

Fire could leave areas of hygithobic soil if burned severely. Large slash piles may exhibit small
areas of hydrophobic soil underneath and adjacent to the piles due to high temperatures
generated while burning. The potential for such effects is ndnerto timing and snow that

would be onsite. Hydrophobicityould be limitedspatially and temporally, and could provide

site characteristics conducive to cheatgrass establishment.

Use of chemicals to treaegetation would not directly affect soils. Loss of ground cover
vegetation may &kct soil retention or soil stability in the short term or at least until perennial
understory grasses, forbs and shrubs establisith is expected to e to twoyears

The treatments would leave woody material on the surface of theve@h wouldhelp protect

and stabilize the surface soils and would also provide nutrients from decomposition within the
soil. Thechained areas woulgrovide cover with downed trees, and mulch would provide soil
protection in mastication aregtudies have shown thiaee harvesting can increase soil water
content but the effects diminish over the following four years (USFS 1888&centsnow water
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study showed that treatment of Phase | and Phase Il sagelesshaieased water available for
shrubs and perennigllants. Treatments in Phase Il areas increased available water but ran the
risk of invasion by nomative annuals, like cheatgrass, that can take advantage of the lack of
competition from native plants (Kormos et al, 201is expected that the efficpof chemical
treatments across landscape settings would not lead to increased potential for soil erosion or soil
loss. Chemical treatment of target species would leave sufficient ground covertafgen

vegetation to retain soil resources. The remo¥#he trees may also improve soil retention and
hydrological function over the long term on the site by allowing the herbaceous and shrub layers
to reestablish (Pierson et a2007; Bates et gl2005).

3.7.3 Direct and Indirect Effects of No Action Alternative

TheNo Action Alternativewould result in no acticnelated effects to soil resources. There could
be a longterm effect to soil productivity as shrgipassland dominated systems changgettse

tree dominated systems. In other words, there doellal change in the timing and processes
involved in the way nutrients and organic matter enter the soils; finer vegetation potentially
changing to coarser vegetation or shorter nutrient cycling times versus potentially longer times.
Interspaces among tregvould be bare, compared to a shgnassland community that would be
filled with grasses and forbs. Erosion potentiay increase across the areaiaderstory plant
resources continue to decline.

3.8 Vegetative Resources
3.8.1 Affected Environment

Ther are several vegetation communities within the proposed project area. These include Great
Basin PinyorJuniper Woodland, Great Basin Xeric Mixed Sagebrush Shrubland, Intermountain
Basins Big Sagebrush Shrubland, Intermountain Basins Curleaf Molvaaiogany\Woodland

and Shrubland, and Intenountain Basins Montane Sagebrush Steppeesirable nomative

annual species such as cheatgrass occur within the projed®iangajuniperwoodlandhas

become established in sagebrush sites within the propogjedtmrea. Histacally, these areas

were composd of native shrubs, bunchgrasses and forba lak of disturbance has resulted in
grass and forb$atoccur at levels below ecological site potehtThe expansion of pinyen

juniper woodlandand droughrelated impacts have reduced the overall health, Migoruitment

and production of grass and shrub species and disrupted the desired plant succession. There are
varying proportions of woodlanestablishmenphases within the proposed project area.

Dominate \egetatiortypes within theproposedrojectareawas described using ti&ophysical
Setting(BpS) and succession class layers from LANDFIRE (LANDFIRE13. BpS is

vegetation that would have been dominate on the landscape prior tABeracan sélement

and is based on current biophysical environment and an estimation of the historical disturbance
regime.BpS functionsas a potential baseline to compegterence ohistorical conditions to

current conditionsRarrett et al., 20105uccession elss is a characterization of the current
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vegetation conditions for successional stages within each BpS.sSimt class also describes
uncharacteristic stages, like exotic species, that would not occur within the variability of a BpS.
Successional stagkescriptions can be found in the FRCC handbook (Barrett, 0400) and

are described in Table 3.Succeasional Class DescriptionSescribed in Table 3.4 below are the

BpS and succession classéthin theproposed mjecttreatment eea The five mgor BpS

vegetation types found within the proposed project area are described below. Further information
aboutBpS community type descriptions che found on the LANDFIREvebsite
(http://www.landfire.gov/index.php

Table 3.3Successional Class Descrifns

Succession Succession Class Shrublands and
L Forests and Woodlands
Class Code Description Grasslands
Single layer; fire response shrub, . )
o i . Fire response forbs;
Early-seral, post graminoids, and forbs; typically less i
A | resprouting shrubsg-
replacement than 10 percent tree canopy cover;

standing dedand down sproutng graminoids

One to two upper layer size classes| Upper layer shrubsr

greater than 35 percent canopy covg grasses; less than 15
(crown closure estimate); standing de| percent canopy cover

& down; litter/duff (line intercept)
One size class in upper layer; less thi Upper layer shrubs or
35 percent canopy cover; figglapted | grasses; greater thd.5
understory; scattered standing dead § percent canopy cover
down shrubs

Single upper canopy tree layer; one t
three size classes in upper layer; les  Upper layer shrubs or
D Late-seral, closed canop] than 35 percent canopy cover; fire grases; less than 15
adapted understory; scattered standi| percent canopy cover

dead and down

Multiple upper canopy tree layers;
multiple size classes; greater than 3
percent canopy cover; shatiderant
understory; litter/duff; standing dead

and down

B Mid-seral, closed canopy

C Mid-seral, open canopy|

Upper layer stubs or

grasses; greater than 1

percent canopy cover
shrubs

Characteristic; latseral,
closed canopy

Uncharacteristic native
UN vegetation cover or Example: conifer establishéd shrubland
structure or composition
Uncharacteristic exotic
vegetation

UE Example: cheatgrass dominated community
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Table 3.4Biophysical Settings and Succession Classes in fh®posedProject Area

_ _ . Succession Class (acres) Total
Biophysical Setting

B C D E UN | UE Acres
Great Basin Pinyoduniper Woodland 0 20 95 96 |4637| O 0 4848

Great Basin Xeric Mixed Safprush Shrubland 32 | 6571 | 776 | 6430| N/A | 3398| 174 | 17381
Inte-Mountain Basins Big Sagebrush Shrublan 32 5 1039 | 271 | 3218| 3247 | 22 7834
Inter-Mountain Basins Cudeaf Mountain
Mahogany Woodland and Shrubland
Inte-Mountain Basins Motane Sagebrush
Steppe

35 | 726 | 625 | 10 8 0 0 1403

9 0 325 | 2170| 2923| O 210 5636

Description of Biophysical Settings Vegetation Types

Great Basin Pinyoduniper Woodland

The Great Basin Pinyeduniper vegetation type occurs on dry slopes and ridges between 5,250
and 8,53(@ed in elevation. This woodland type is dominated by single leaf pinyongrnddJtah
juniper, with these species either-dominating the woodland or occurring as a pure or nearly
pure stand. Species commonly associated with this vegetation system includiesf coduntain
mahogany, sagebrush, and various grasses and forbs.

Great Basin Xeric Mixed Sagebrush Shrubland

This system can be found on a variety of landforms including mountain slopes, alluvial fans,
piedmont, plainshasin floorsand rolling hills and tgically occurs between 3,280 and 8,58&
elevation.Soils associated with this type are shallow and rodkgetation is described as
mostly black sage and low sagebrush and can occur with Wydngisggebrush and basin big
sagebrush. There is a potahftor pinyontjuniper establishmen this type. Other associated
species include rabbitbrusBlfrysothamnus sp shadscaleAtriplex confertifolig, horsebrush
(Tetradymia sp and spiny hopsag&(ayia spinog). Common associated grasses include
Indian ricegrassAchnatherum hymenoidesiesert needlegras&ghnatherum speciosym
Thur ber 6s Achmaharunetgurbariami)nafd Sandberg bluegras®@ secundg

Inte-Mountain Basins Big Sagebrush Shrubland

Elevatian for this type rangefom 3,0®-7,000fed. It typically occurson welldrained soils on
foothills, terraces, slopeand plateaus/egetation is dominated by Wyomitgg sagebrusland
basin big sagebrus®ther vegtation found in this type include rabbitbrusimd snowberry
(Symphorcarpos oreophilus Needle and thread grasseSperostipa&omas), Indian ricegrass,
andbottlebrushsquirreltail(Elymuselymoides
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Inter-Mountain Basins Cuifleaf Mountain Mahogany Woodland and Shrubland

Curl-leaf mountain mahogany vegetation typgycally found on upper slopes and ridges
between 5,000 and 8,00@ftelevation. Stands commonly occur on rocky shallow soils and
outcrops. Associated species include mountain big sagelsnshliberry, serviceberry
(Amelanchier sp, and prickly phloxLinanthus pungensas well as tree species like pinyon
pine, juniper, white fir Abies concolorand limber pineRinus flexilig. Although curlleaf
mountan mahogany can rapidly coloniaéer disturbance if bare mineral soil is present or
created, it i®asily killed by fire and does no&sprout Curkleaf mountain mahogany is
described as a slow growing drought tolerant species.

Inte-Mountain Basins Montane Sagebrush Steppe

This system occurs at mid to high elevations, 3;20000fed. Soils are geerally moderately

deep to deep but at higher elevations can occur on shallow or rocky soils. Dominate vegetation is
mainly mountain big sagebrush and silver sagebrush. Other shrub vegetation commonly
associated with this type include snowbegsgnicebery, rabbitbrush, and cuma(Ribes sp.

Grasses and forbs can be abundantiaciddes species likéottlebrushsquirreltail needle and

thread, ldaho fescu&¢stuca idahoensismuttongrassRoa fendleriang Sandberg bluegrass,
bluebunch wheatgrasdeader wheatgras&ymus trachycaulys California bromeBromus

carinatug, needlegrass, spike fescliecopoa king), and tufted hairgras®éschampsia

cespitosa

Current Vegetation Monitoring within Egan and Johnson Basins

There are four previousiystalled standard Assessment, Inventory and Monitoring (AIM) plots
located within the proposed projemtatmentarea Theplot locations wergenerated according

to the AIM protocoland have been incorporated into the national database called Terg&Pat.
Appendix A Map 8for a description of the plot locatiorBlots were selected based on
ecological site descriptienESDs) and Ely Distriahonitoring needsESDs are a framework for
classifying and describing rangeland and forestland soils and vegelatailed information
about ecological site descriptiooan be found on thedturalResourceConservatiorService
website fittps://esis.sc.egov.usda.gov/Default.gspke data from these plots provides a
snapshot of the conditions@articular locabns.Data summaries for tHeur plotsplus an
additional two AIM plots installed in 201@&n be foundn AppendixG.

3.8.2 Direct and Indirect Effects of Proposed Action

The mechanically treated areas would remove a large portion of the trees anceanosie, or

break a portion of the larger shrubs where the heavy equipment and/or chain travels through the
project area. The hand cut areas would remove a large portion of the trees and have very minimal
impads to the remaining vegetatidmecause little idturbance would occur from foot travel.
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Small strips and areas of vegetation may be crushed duertwadftravel by ATV or piclup
trucks in and out of the project area from existing roads.

Residual woody vegetation, which would consist of slash/biograssed from the various
methods of vegetation treatments, would provide protection to regenerating grasstteand
herbaceous plants, and wellsaggebrush. The decomposition of woody plant material would
also provide nutrients that would decomposdinithe soil, and become available for understory
and existing shrub species. This nutrient availability would assist with the recruitment,
establishment and lortgrm viability of the grass and shrub community, as well as provide
protection to the soil source Additionally, soil water retention would be greater with the
slash/biomass on the soil surface limiting evaporation, benefiting desirable Qlagasic

matter would minimize the opening of mineral cycles (particularly nitrogen) which promote the
establishment and perpetuation of introduced annuals.

TheProposedAction would increase the health, vigor, recruitmantd production of native
perennial grasses, forbs, and shrubs due to the increased availability of lightanctautrients
createdby reducing resource competition from the tree species as well as seeding native grass,
forb and shrub species (Davies et 2011; Bates et gl2005; Monsen et gl2004). The use of
agency approved herbicides would target invasive species and reduan#ity of these species
(Davies et a].2011; Pyke, 2011). The proposed treatment should shift vegetation compaosition
towards FRCC 1, reducing the fuel loading and continuity of fuels and create a more resilient
vegetation community (Miller and Taus@001).

3.8.3 Direct and Indirect Effects of No Action Alternative

Under theNo Action Alternative as canopy cover of trees continues to increase, the amount of
light and water available to the understory becomes limilederstory spaes eventually

becane stressednd die out. This may also indicate that an ecological threshold has been or is
close to being crossednd the sites are likely to become very vulnerable to catastrophic
disturbance events such as fire, insects, or disease; and the resisthresilience of the sites
becomes drastically reduced (Taust®99). Without the presence ofparennial herbaceous and
shrubvegetation componerttje site beconsopen to other invasive spes which may

dominate. This resulis a possible vegetatiamommunity change to invasive annual plants or
weeds like cheatgrassaand subsequently perennial invasive species may estabishies

diversity and comgsition would remain the samethe current conditions the short ternand

may be reduced througlanopy closure and reduced meit and water availability. Biomass
loading would continue to increase in the lgegm, increasing the likelihood of catastrophic
wildfires. The Fire Regime Condition Class would contitreading away from FRCC 2 and
movingtowards FRCC 3. In the event of a future disturbance like wildfire, the project area
would be more susceptible to a plant commundpversion, where the widespread colonization
of cheatgrass is more likely (Davies et 2011; Pyke, 2011; Miller andalisch, 2001).
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3.9 Visual Resource Management
3.9.1 Affected Environment

BLM administered lands are placed into four visual resource management (VRM);cdRses
Class LI, Ill, and IV. The proposed projetteatmentreas occur within all four VRM class.

Table 35 VRM ClassPercentage withinProposedProject Area

VRM Acres Percentage of proposed Treatment Units
Class treatment area
Class | 363 <1% Unit 10
Class Il 10,687 28% Units 1, 58, 11, 12, 17, 20
Class Il 24,331 65% Units 1-7, 916, 21
Clas IV 1,882 5% Units 9, 10, 15

Objectives for each VRM class are described belod can be found iBLM VRM manualH-
84101 (USDOI, Bureau of Land Management. 1986b)

Class | ObjectivesThe objective of this class is to preserve the existing charddtes o

landscape. This class provides for natural ecological changes; however, it does not preclude very
limited management activity. The level of change to the characteristic landscape should be very
low and must not attract attention.

Class Il ObjectiveThe objective of this class is to retain the existing character of the landscape.
The level of change to the characteristic landscape should be low. Management activities may be
seen, but should not attract the attention of the casual observer.

Class lllObjective:The objective of this class is to partially retain the existing character of the
landscape. The level of change to the characteristic landscape should be moderate. Management
activities may attract attention but should not dominate the vidieatasual observer.

Class IV ObjectiveThe objective of this class is to provide for management activities which
require major modifications of the existing character of the landscape. The level of change to the
characteristic landscape can be high.sEhmanagement activities may dominate the view and be
the major focus of viewer attention. However, every attempt should be made to minimize the
impact of these activities through careful location, minimal disturbance, and repeating the basic
elements.

The BLM VRM system relies on measuring or quantifying the degree of visual contrast that a
project would have with the existing landscape to determine whether the project conforms to the
applicable VRM class objectives. The degree of contrast is measucedpgaring the major

features of the project with the major features of the landscape. The basic design elements of
form, line, color, and texture are used for the comparison of features and to describe the visual
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contrast created by a project. The contaastlysis is conducted from one or moreyK
ObservationPoints (KOPs) which are locations with critical views of a project or locations
providing typical views encountered in the landscape (BLM, 1986). Typically, KOPs are
selected along wellsed roadwayand trails, recreation sites, and near communities, as these are
areas where the greatest number of people would see a project for the longest period of time.

Five KOP locations alongnd within the viewshed dlfie Pony ExpresTrailwere selectedlrhe

trail locationis displayed in Appendix A, Maf. The VRM for the proposed project area is
displayed in Appendix A Map 9n general the landscape Nake from most locations with the
proposed project area can be described as typical eastern Néaaavievs from within the
proposed project areas have evidence of human and natural disturbance, like wildland fire scars,
mine exploration, and roads and trails.

Gr ayson ( 2Atholgh pirsydrjartipersaversisome 18 million acres of the Great

Basin tody, that was certainly not true 150 years ago. A wide variety of researchers, including
ecologistRichard Miller, Robin Tausch, and Neil West, have shown that prior to the year 1850

or so, these trees were far less widespread in the Great Basin tharetbeyay. Then, they,

along with western juniper, began to spread across the Great Basin landscape. The rate of
expansion seems to have peaked between about 1870 and 1920, but thepnticess todap

The travel corridor that contains the Pony Exprésail was utilized by the Shoshone with

antelope drives over the Overland Summit near the headwaters of Cherry Creek (Steward 1938).
The increase of pinyejuniper communities is strongly correlated with the introduction of

grazing. Duringthe Pony Exges 6 per i od o f-613 fewgihanyfcattle had been ( 186 0
introduced to the Egan or Johnson Basins. This occurred soon after with the establishment of the
mining towns of Egan and Cherry Creek in the :808. Archaeological surveys along the trail

do not describe deforested corridors for the trails. The cut stumps in the area are ileafover
patters indicative of firewood cuttyrfor the mine operations. Thes@and immit was no

doubt chosen due to the open, treeless path allowing riders godsvaase of travel.

3.9.2 Direct and Indirect Effects of Proposed Action

Theproposedroject area falls within all four VRM classes. The Pony Express Corridor crosses
approximatelyeightmiles of the proposed project amad is classified as VRM Cla#is The

Pony Express Trail is being evaluated for visual resource management as directed by BLM. Al
activities along the Pony Expressuld follow the Pony Express National Historic National

Trail Comprehensive Managemertd Use Plan Final Environmentadpact Statement

(National Park Service 199%resently Historic Properties known to exist within the project

area include generalization linear routes of Pony Express, Overland Trail, and the First
Transcontinental Telegraph line. Alskoric propertiesvould be avoideduring any surface
disturbing activities, which typically would be incorporated with planned vegetative mosaic
patterns with a minimum 50 meter buffBotential impacts wuld be adequately mitigated by
incorporating design features inteetProposedAction. Changes to the characteristic landscape
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would be weak to moderate and would create more natural patterns across the labhdssape.
than 1% of the pragsed project area occurs within VRM Cldsshe proposed project is
expected to b&tr mimic the characteristic landscape as it was prior to tree castaylishment
The treatment process would create more natural patterns across the landstzguersmdd
create a more natural visual appearanarall.

3.9.3 Direct and Indirect Eff ects of No Action Alternative

Under theNo Action Alternative there would be no immediate impacts to visual resources.
However, in the long term, the susceptibility for impacts with possible disastrous resiis to
characteristic landscape is possiflee potential for a large high severity wildfire continues to
increaseover time due to the continued increase in dense vegetation within the proposed project
area.The color, line and contrast would remain similar across the viewshed as it would be
dominaed by trees.

3.10 Lands with Wilderness Characteristics
3.10.1 Affected Environment

On June 1, 2011, the Secretary of the Department of the Interior issued a memorandum-IM 2011
154 to the BLM Director that i nldereesst affir ms
characteristics under Sections 201 and 202 of the Federal Land Management Policy Act. The
BLM Released Manuals 6310 and 6320 in March 2012, which provide direction on how to

conduct and maintain wilderness characteristics inventories and prguidesice on howo

consider whether to updatglderness characteristics inventory.

The primary function of an inventory is to determine the presence or absence of wilderness
characteristics. An area having wilderness characteristics is defined by:

1 Size- at least 5,000 acres of contiguous, ress federal land,

1 Naturalness (i.e. The degree to which an area generally appears to have been affected
primarily by the forces of nature with the
unnoticeable.), and

1 Outstanding opportunities for solitude or primitive and unconfined types of recreation.

1 The area may also contain supplemental values (ecological, geological, or other features
of scientific, educational, scenic, or historical values).

The Nevada BLM compted the original wilderness review in 1979, and issued an initial
wilderness inventory decision in 1980. At that point in time, one unitQM®015) was found
to have wilderness characteristics.
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In 2011, the Ely District Office BLM began updating the lamdth wilderness characteristics
(LWC) inventory on a projedby-project basis until there is a land use plan revision. The
proposedroject area overlaps 15 LWC inventory units in which a pomione LWC

inventory unit was determined pmssess LWCThere has not been a land use plan amendment
to determine if or how these LWC units would be preserved to protect the wilderness

characteristics.
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Table 3.10. Updated Lands With Wilderness Characteristics Inventory Determination

Area Sufficient | Naturalness?| Outstanding | Outstanding | Supplemental | Updated
Unique Size? Yes/No Solitude? Primitive & | Values? Determination | Date of
Identifier | Yes/No Yes/No Unconfined | Yes/No Update

(acres) Recreation?

Yes/No

NV-040 | Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes 10/23/2012
015A-2a | 8,003
2012
NV-040- | No n/a n/a n/a n/a No 10/23/2012
0183- 475
2012
NV-040 | Yes Yes No No No No 10/23/2012
0182- 10,009
2012
NV-040 | Yes Yes No No No No 10/23/2012
0181- 11,405
2012
NV-040- | No n/a n/a n/a No No 11/16/2012
015A-5 1,766
2012
NV-040- | No n/a n/a n/a No No 12/19/2014
019A-3 1,119
NV-040- | No n/a n/a n/a No No 12/18/2014
019A-2 2,957
NV-040- | No n/a n/a n/a No No 12/18/2014
019A-1 3,967
NV-040- | No n/a n/a n/a No No 12/18/2014
019-1b 834
NV-040 | Yes Yes No No No No 12/19/24
0191 19,531




Area Sufficient | Naturalness?| Outstanding | Outstanding | Supplemental | Updated
Unique Size? Yes/No Solitude? Primitive & | Values? Determination | Date of
Identifier | Yes/No Yes/No Unconfined | Yes/No Update

(acres) Recreation?

Yes/No

NV-040- | Yes Yes No No No No 5/14/2013
047-1- 37,248
2013
NV-040 | Yes Yes No No No No 5/20/2013
048 1- 51,380
2013
NV-040 | Yes Yes No No No No 12/15/2011
049A-3- 19,548
2011
NV-040- | Yes Yes No No No No 12/15/2011
049A-1- 12,803
2011

Out of the 15 LWCnventory units that the project encompasses, only one untO@®M015A-2a2012) was found in the update to
possess wilderness characteristics. In the original 1979/1980 inventory, a portion of the project area was identiBedtage¢he

Canyon WSA. Ths portion was not included in the 2006 designation of Goshute Canyon Wilderness. In the updated inventory, NV
040-015A-2a2012, was found to be largely natural, and contiguous to designated wilderness, and therefore it was found to possess
wilderness chacteristics. The remainder of the project area was found in both the 1979/198ftatet inventories to lack

wilderness characteristics. A map of the Updated Inventory LWC units with the project boundaries can be found in Appendix D.

3.10.2 Direct and Indirect Effects of Proposed Action

The one unitlV-040-015A-2a2012 of LWC found in the inventory update is on the northern portion of the project area. One of the
proposed treatment areas overlaps 21% of the LWC unit and totals 1,726 acres. Noneopb8ezlgreatments would affect the size

of the unit, as no new roads would be established. Further, these treatments would not measurably affect the outstdnditigsoppo
for primitive and unconfined recreation. Solitude may be temporarily affectetbdass of vegetative screening as well as noise
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created during project implementation, but in the long term some may find solitude in the open
space that is no longer crowded wginyon pine and junipeNaturalress may be temporarily
affected dependg on which treatment method is used.

Prescribedife would have the leasffect on naturalness, when othie LWC unitis determined

to be protected for its wilderness characteristics in the future. The appearance of this treatment
upon completiormaynot be distinguishable as a prescribed fire when compared with a
naturallyignited fire. A large area of the adjacent hillside within the unit was previously burned
by wildfire in 2000.

Some mechanical treatments may have a larger effect on naturalnesthéitan Chaining,
mastication and mechanical whole tree thinning, in the-teear(1-2 years)would be most
apparent as unnatural. Other mechanical treatments such as hamjtmay have less of an
effect on naturalnesBesign features are to creatatural appearing islands and stringers, which
would mimic the natural distribution of vegetation over the {wrq, after treated vegetation

has settled and starts decomposing.

Using any treatment (prescribed fire or mechdpiwauld have a temporasffect on

naturalnes. Design features would create a visual landscape similar to natural disturbances,
which would blend in with the overall landscape. Visual effects from the treatment may affect
naturalness fot-2 years depending on location, but widumostly blend in with the
surroundingsAs secondary plant succession and biomass breakdown thieztreatmerst

would become less noticeable aplénd in with the surrounding natural landscape

3.10.3 Direct and Indirect Effects of No Action Alternative

Under theNo Action Alternative there would be nonmediate effectso the LWC unit.
3.11 Wetland/Riparian Zones

3.11.1 Affected Environment

There are seven spring sites or seep water sources in the project area that occur on both public
andprivate lam. Johnson Spring, Westside Spring and an unnamed spring are on public land and
the Nine Mile Spring, Mustang Spring, and two unnamed springs are on private land. The
springs are one quarter acre or less in. dihe vegetation around the springs varia#) some

springs covered by a dense canopy of trees

The riparian potential for the spring systems are subsurface water with sedge/rush and grass
communities. Johnson Spring is functional but inctuikk factors such dsare ground, lack of
vegetaton cover and dense tree cov&ater quality in the project area is protected under
Section 303 of the Clean Water Act and 40 CFR Part 131 where applicable, and state water
standards.



3.11.2 Direct and Indirect Effects of Proposed Action

No direct impacts to parian areas are expected sinceRtmposedAction wouldthin pinyon-
juniper trees using chain saws neargheng sourcesViost trees would be left on site, providing
protection of vegetation and to prevent erosibimearetwo possibiliies that coulaccurby
removing trees around the spring systeinshese smaltipariansystemsould expand, and 2)
more light would reach the plants and more water may be made available for riparian area
development. The risk of sedimentation to spring riparian sysstkie to tree removal should be
minimal due to the design features built into fineposedAction and the filtering ability of
existing riparian vegetatiomnd debris left from tree thinning

3.11.3 Direct and Indirect Effects of No Action Alternative

Under theNo Action Alternative treeswould remain onsite, and not be thinned@moved The
current conditions would likely continuBense vegetation would make the area more
susceptible to a large, high severity fire which would impact the ripariannesancould

cause erosion and sedimentatiBristingtrees would continue to block the sunlight to plants
and utilize water resoursenvhich would limitthe amount of water available at the spring source.
Limited watercould shrink the riparian areaad spring source, causing expansion of upland
vegetation, and indirect effectswoldlife specieghat need this resource.
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Chapter 4 Cumulative Effects

4.1 Introduction

Cumulative Effecta r e def i ned i n 4npact@OirtRe edvbobrBemtflichas t he
results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actiREFA) regardless of what agency (Federal or-non

Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impactsuafrom

individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period oféimeT h i s
section addresses the cumula@ffectsof the ProposedAction and théNo Action Alternative

when added to the impactspast, present and reamdly foreseeable future actions with the
Cumulative Effects Study Area (CE$A

Cumulativeeffectsare additive and have compounding effects when past and present impacts are
combined. Significant impacts require consideration of both context and igteHsICFR

1508.27 (b) (7)). TheroposedAction would be implementegraduallyover a5-7 year period

andthe majority of theeffectswould dissipate within several years after implementation. Given
this, a temporal extent of ten yearsuld be used for ta cumulative analysis.

Information used in the cumulative effects was collected from BLM Land and Mineral Legacy
Rehost 2000 System (LR2000) anddgraphic Information Systeni&1S) shapefiles provided
by the BLM and NDOW.

Table 4.1 Cumulative Effects Stly Areas, lists the analyzed resources and the name and size of
each CESABoth the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative would inaggigible

effectsor no more effects than disclosed in Chapten ultural Resource¥isual Resources

and Landsvith WildernesCharacteristicsthereforehose resources have not begstussed in

this sectionThe CESA foranalyzing effects of past, present and RFFA combined with
implementation of th@roposedAction and with théNo Action Alternativearedefinedas the

Egan Basin Watershed and a large partbthe Butte Valley Watershe@ihe CESA varies
depending on the resourapalyzeddue to the migratory nature of wildlife in this area, the

location of active and pendingeatersagegrouse leks, and previs fuels treatments. CESA
boundaries arshownin Appendix A, Map 3
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Table 4.1 Cumulative Effects Study Areas

Resource Cumulative Effects Study Area
Acres Description Explanation of Area
NDOW Hunt Unit 121 | This CESA was chosen
north to the White because it encompasses the
Big Game 621.750 Pine/Ello Countyline. | proposed project area and
accounts for the migratory
nature of big game and other
wildlife species.
4 mile buffer around the This CESA incorporates
General Wildlife; proposed projdarea. | habitat surrounding and withi
includingMigratory | 254,010 the proposed project area,
Birds where most of the impacts to
general wildlife would occur.
Proposed project area | This CESA was chosen
and buffered area because it encompasses the
including surrouding proposed project unit
Rangeland projgct units]ncl_udes _boundaries, portions of
o portions of Medicine impacted allanents and
Vegetation and 272448 .
ForestResoUrces Butte Allotment,Cherry previous fuels treatments
Creek Allotment South | within the watersheds.
Butte Allotment and
Thirty Mile Spring
Allotment.
Thegreater saggrouse | This CESA includes the-rhile
CESA includes Butte, | buffer around the proposed
Greater saggrouse| 254010 Buck an_d White Pine | project aea that encompasse;
Population Managemen greater saggrouse
Units (PMU). populations and seasonal
habitat use.
Red Butte, Johnson This CESA was used becaus
Spring Basin, Butte this is the area where water
Valley, Egan Basin and soil resources have the
o Egan Creek, Telegraph| potential to be affected by the
Wetlands/R|par|an 614,975 Creek, Westside Spring proposed project.
and Soil Resources
Hunter Flatand Lower
Duck Qreekwatersheds
HydrologicUnit Code
(HUC) 12
. This CESA includes the
Proposed project .
, treatment units and
Visual Resource treatment units _and surrounding proposed project
84,675 surounding project aree

Management

including hand thinning
area.

area. VRM objectivewould
be incorporated into these
treatment designs.
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4.11 Past and Present Actions

According to Council of Envonmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, consideration of the

individual effects of all past actions is not required to determine the present effects of past
actions. In compliance with CEQ regulations only past actions that result in present impacts are
consdered in the analysis (CEQ, 200Bjast actions in the CESA include grazing, mining,
recreationwild horse gathers, vegetatitneatments, range improvement projects and wildfire.

4.1.1.1Vegetation Treatment Projectsand Wildland Fires

The Cherry CreekVildland and Urban Interface (WUI) Project, which included movvirdi
seedingherbicide,and prescribed fire as treatment types, was implemented beginningbin 200
The project is located west and south of the town of Cherry Creek, NevadahdimgCreek

WUI Project area is on the eastern side of the CESA and is included in the proposed project area.
The Cherry Creek Project objectives were to conduct a prescribed burn on approxirgately 1
acres and to creatiee-resistant green strips by mowingdeseeding approximately 515 acres
south & Cherry CreekHerbicide (tebuthiuron) was applied in 2006 to reduce pifyniper
densities or8,725acres west of Cherry Creek in the Johnson Basin Br@810 approximately
1,117 acres within the prescribedrb area were treated withe herbicide, imazapicThe

project area was also seeded post treatment with a mix of native andthanspecies. The
project goals were tprovide a fuel break for the town of Cherry Cremlduce tree density in
sagebrushites, redice invasive species like chgeaissandincrease shrub density within the
project area. Prereatment and post treatment datatha prescribed burn and mowing
treatments ofthis project can be found in Appendbof this document.

The Combs GrekHabitat Improvement and Fuels Reduction Project is an ongoing project
located in the Butte Watershed. The purpose of the pligjezimprove habitaby creating

conditions in sagebrush communities that better reflect the reference conditionsiasd@scr
associated BpS models. Short term project objectives are to reduce tree canopy cover, create a
mosaic of treated and untreated areas, and thin trees in and around riparian areas. Long term
objectives are to create sagebrush communities with arpargnass and forb understory.

Table 4.2below shows range improvement projects, fuels treatments and wildfires by size, type
of disturbance and ye#rat are located within the Rangeland, Vegetation and Forest Resources
CESA Appendix A, Map 4showsthelocation of these wildfires and Mapshowsthe location

of these fuel and range treatments.
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Table 4.2 Past and Present Range Treatments, Fuels Treatments and Wildfires within
Rangeland, Vegetation and Forest Resources CESA

Name Type Total Size of Year
Treament
(Approximate Acres)

Snow Creek Seeding Seeding 3,780 Unknown
North and South Egan Seeding 2,367 1960
Basin Seeding
South Egan Basin Seed Prescribed Fire 1,083 1996
Prescribed Fire
Nine-Mile Chaining Chain/Seed 1,135 2001
Cherry Fire Rehab Herbicide/Seeding 5612 2001
Cherry Creek WUI Prescribed Firand 1,800 2005
Prescribed Burn seeding
Cherry Creek WUI Mowing/Drill Seeding 515 2006
Cherry Creek WUI Chemical tebuthiuron 3,727 2006
Cherry Creek WUI Chemical impazapic 1,117 2010
Comts Creek Habitat | Mastication/Seeding/Ha 4,362 20142016
Improvement and Fuels Thinning On-going
Reduction Project project
Butte Fire Wildfire 225 1990
Cherry Fire Wildfire 8,492 2000
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Name Type Total Size of Year
Treament
(Approximate Acres)

Unnamed Fire (Lower Wildfire 621 2001
Butte Valley)

TelegraphFire Wildfire 74 2004

4.1.1.2Wild Horses

Wild horse use has occurred throughout the CESA since the. AM8@a horse gathers hav
occurred in thgroject areawith the most recent beirgugust 2016Wild horses continue to
utilize the area.

4.1.1.3Livestock Grazing

Moderate grazing has occurred in the area for a number of years and intense to extreme grazing
occurred in the | ate 18000s early 19000s. A
19706s i n the miheQESAreasiecuEantty m us® bhydivestack, however,

the project treatment units are not generally uselivestockdue to the high density of trees and

the lack of forage and watérhere are fencing and other range improvemfemtivestock
managementithin the CESA.

4.1.1.4Mineral Development

Historical mineral mining has occurred throughout the project aezated five miles south of
the town of Cherry Creek is Egan Canyon, an area known historically for gold niimgg
exploration has recently occurred irethlint Spring area which is in tlerth part of the
proposedprojectarea,in Unit 10. There is active mining exploration occurring in the vicinity of
Unit 1, Unit 7, Unit 8 and Unit 9.

4.1.1.5Utilities

Utilities withn theoverallproposed projed€ESAs include the transmission krthat crosses the
north end othe project arean Unit 10. The overheagower line operated by Mount Wheeler
Power Inc, crossesapproximately 2.5 miles within the proposed projesatmentrea and
includes a 25 foawidth. Thereareapproximately 5 miles diVhite Pine @untry Road
Department Right of Way (ROWiaintained roadwithin the proposed projetteatmentarea
and they include a 60 foatidth.
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4.1.1.6Recreation

Camping, hunting, ofhighway vehicle use (OHV@and other recreational use including heritage
tourism occasionallpccurs Roads through the area are a combination of maintained county
roads and primitive twarack roads; and overall traffic in the area can be rated as low use.

4.1.1.7Fuelwood and Foest Product Use

Personalse fuelwood harvest and both personal and commercial Chrigsgrasrvesioccurs
on BLM administered land throughout the CESA, there is no surface disturbance associated with
these activities.

4.1.2 Reasonably Foreseeable FuturActions
4.1.2.1Vegetation Treatment Projects and Wildfires

Vegetation treatments in the CESA are expected to confitaiatenancdreatmenton
previous vegetation treatmis projectscanbe expecteavithin the CESAfor projects like
Combs Creek Habitdmprovement Project and Cherry Creek WUI Proj@didfires are a
naturallyoccurring event on the landscape.

4.1.2.2Wild Horse Use

Wild horse management is expected to continitle increased numbers compared to past use.
Trends for horse gathers hadeclined, and populations are increasing.

4.1.2.3Livestock Grazing

Grazing and range improvements are expected to continue within the, GES#o proposed
projects are currently identified

4.1.2.4Mineral Development

It can be assumed that mining aittes would likely continue or increase basedcarrent
exploration results and future mineral marketswever, there are no known proposed
developments expected at this tifhiaere are permitted and proposed drill sites within the
project area. Specdally in the vicinity of Unit 1, Unit 7, Unit 8, and Unit 9.

4.1.25 Utilities, Infrastructure and Public Purpose Activities

The Southwest Intertie Project (SWIP) transmission line corridor has been identified to cross
through the southern portion of th&ESA. Maintenancef existing ROWSs is expected to
continue.nfrastructureo support varioudevelopmentss expected to continue.
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4.1.26 Recreation

Recreation(hunting, hiking, camping, OHV use, tourisim)expected to continue in the CESA.
Hunting coudl increase once treatments are completed, and wildlife move into the area to forage.

4.1.2.7Fuelwood andForest Product Use

Fuelwood harvesting within the proposed project area is expected to increase following
treatments. Aargeamount of biomass frominyon-junipertree removal wuld be left on site
and available to harvest through the BLM administered permit system.

4.2  Cumulative Effects Analysis
4.22 Fish and Wildlife

The CESA boundaries for wildlife argrouped into two categories, big game andegain

wildlife (including migratory birds)Past and present actions within general and big game
species CESAs has resulted in general loss of habitat. Noise and travel on existing roads and
trails could cause some areas to be avoided for short peRodss and utilities have also
fragmented habitat. Past wildfires and vegetation treatments would have remabitati for
somespecies butwould creatanore available habitat for othetsvestockgrazingand wild

horse use would compete with forage plah& tvildlife use for food.

Reasonablyoreseeable future actions within the CESAs include any activities that remove or
alter vegetation compositioRemoval of vegetationotild create more fragmentatioausing
fewerareador wildlife cover and possilforage Activities or actions that remove pinyon

juniper would reduce habitat for species dependent on those vegetation communities. However,
if the pinyonjuniper woodland was replaced with a mdreerse sagebrush communityeth

number of sagebrush afphte species would increase.

Proposed Action

Past, present and future actions withinwhlelife CESAs have typically resulted in habitat
degradation, loss, and fragmentation. PhgposedAction would facilitate a mosaic landscape

and a health, resilient plant community conducive to the viability of several species. Removing
trees and facilitating grass and forb cover
habitat.Past treatments, similar to the Cherry Creek Prescribed Burn project wiesién

species became a problem would not be implemented in the same manner for this project. Any
prescribed burning would be implemented at elevation ranges that would minimize establishment
of invasive species. Mechanical treatments proposed in thecprim combination of seeding

have shown better success, and would create habitat conducive for most WihdlfReoposed

Action in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actionreatsd

habitat conducive for wildlife, and calibffsetsomenegative effects from past and future

projects that could fragment habitat. The Proposed Action, when combined with past and future
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actions would move habitat toward the needs of most wildlife species by increasing understory
components treated areas while maintaining adjacent cover.

No Action

Implementation of th&lo Action Alternative combined with the past, present, and future

actions, would result in the current conditions continuing. This would likely result in tree

density, coverad area increasing and shrub and herbaceous cover and area decreasing (Davies
et al, 2011; Pyke, 2011; Miller and Tausch, 2001). This would res@tdontinuededudion in

forage for wildlife as well as an increase in hiding/thermal coGampetitionamong wildlife,

wild horses and livestock could increase, leaving fewer resources available, which could cause
wildlife to move from the area.

4.23 Forestand VegetationResources

Within the CESA native vegetation has been removed by roads and trdiksnaaller mining
actvities. Past and present activities in the CESA has changed the range of species gbundance
compositionand diversity. A lack of natural disturbance by wildfire has caused substantial
changes to the condition and composition of vegetacommunitiesPast and present grazing

has affected species composition due to livestock selection of plant spacyestjuniper

woodland has become establishedreas thawould historically be a sagebrush community.

Past vegetation treatments/Raeintroduced disturbance and in some cases improved the
vegetation composition and species diversitljile in other areas have caused more invasive
species (e.g., cheatgrass)

Reasonably foreseeable future actions that cause surface disturbance@ral of vegetation
would impact vegetation cover with the CESA. Future action include possible mining
exploration, wildfiresand vegetation treatments.

Proposed Action

The implementation of theroposedAction, combined with the past, present, and fuaateons,
is expected testablish vegetative communities with high vigor that are resdiethtresistario
disturbancesand reduce the threat of insect and diseasiereaksvithin woodland sites where
treatment occurs. It would also increase the santbherbaceous understory within woodland
sites where treatments occur.

The implementation of theroposedAction combined with the past, present, and future actions
would diversify vegetation composition by providing a mosaic disturbauress the landspe

which is necessary to restore the natural vegetative community structure. Implementation of the
project would alsancreasavater and other resources to be available for native grasses, forbs and
shrubs to recolonize and establish. The vegetation eontyrwithin the project area would be

more resilient to future disturbance by moving toward aenhistorical (natural) regime.
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No Action

Implementation of th&lo Action Alternative combined with the past, present, and future
actions, would likely resuin the currenvegetatiorconditions to continu decline This

would likely result in tree density, coyv&DI and basal area increasing and shrub and
herbaceous cover and area to decrease (Davies2QHl; Pyke, 2011; Miller and Tausch,
2001).Increasing density of trees would result in vegetation communities that would be more
susceptible to reasonably foreseeable future large, high severity wildfires that convert to
undesirable vegetatisuch asheatgrass.

4.24 Rangeland Resources, Health antivestock Grazing

Past and presentigace disturbances within the CESA have altered and in some cases removed
vegetation that would otherwise be available forage for livesidiskurbance for roads and

trails would have improved access to grazing looatiwithin the CESAPrevious fuels

treatments and rangeland treatment projects have altered vegetation cover for livestock grazing
by promoting forage specieSurface disturbance from past and present actions likely has
contributed to théncreaseof noxious and invasive species distribution within the CESA.

RFFA within the project area and CESA that would affect livestock grazing include mining
operations, future vegetation treatments, and cordinse and maiethance of roads and trails.

Future vegetabin treatments would requipstponerantof livestock grazing for two yeas

until the site has recovered from the disturbance. This postmotemuld temporaty reduce

the area available but over tiike available grazingreawith forage availabity would most

likely increase.Livestock would most likely distribute throughout the areas as available forage
would be available in more locations. This would meet Rangeland Health Standards, and prevent
competition among other resource users.

ProposedAction

The implementation of theroposedAction combined with the past, present, and future actions
should shift the area toward FRCC 1, which would facilitate and establish conditions that would
promote healthier, more productive and resilient rangatanditions; and could assist in
progressing towards or meeting the rangeland health standards in theiaestock would

most likely distribute throughout the areas as available forage would be available in more
locations. This would meet Rangeland Hle&tandards, and prevent competition among other
resource users.

No Action

Implementation of th&lo Action Alternative combined with the past, present, and future
actions, would result in the currasiecliningconditions to continue. This would likelys@t in
tree density and cover in the area to increase; and shrub and herbaceous cover in the area to
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decrease (Davies et @011; Pyke, 2011; Miller and Tausch, 200This could potentially
reduce the amount of areagilable for livestock grazingnd prevent Rangeland Health
Standards from being met.

4.3.5 Special Status Animal Species
Greater sagegrouse

Surface disturbance from past and presetivitieswithin the greater saggrouse CESA include
activities such as recreation, road travel anthteaance, mining exploration and activities, and
utility corridors. Past vegetation treatments and ramgeovement$iavegenerallymoved the
area toward meeting habitat objectivesdogater saggrouse habitat by removing pinyon
juniper woodland andreating a mosaic of vegetation with more species diver#ily.mowing
and seeding for the Cherry Creek Project has causedysaigge to move into the treated areas.
Roads and trails haveausedan increase in humaactivity which increase noise, whichnca
impact greater saggrouse habitat use. Roads auility lines fragment habitat and create
predator perches which impact greater sgigeise.

Reasonably foreseeable future activities include vegetation treatment projects, wildland fires,
mining activities and exploration and road maintenance. Future vegetation treatment projects
would focus on meeting the needs or increasihegsize of greater saggouse habitat that would
be available for species use.

Proposed Action

Past, present and future actiom¢hin thegreater saggrouse CESA have typically resulted in
habitat degradation, loss, and fragmentation. HrleposedAction would facilitate a mosaic
landscape and a health, resilient plant commasgbnducive to the viability of several species.
Removing trees and facilitating grass and forb cover wodde the area towaigreater sage
grouse habitateedsas well as habitat for other special status speciesPibp@sedAction in
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable agtioltkcreate viable habitat
needs thgreater saggrouse.The Proposed Action would create large, useable habitat areas for
sagegrouse that could offset fragmentation from past actions. Lek populations is expected to
increase, or new leks would be eé$ilied as grasses and forbs establish in treated areas.

No Action

No action would likely result in continued decline in available greatergagese habitatand
areas used bgreatersagegrouse Lek populations could continue declining as habitat
diminishes.
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4.3.6 Visual Resource Management

The cumulativeeffects of the projeatn VRM is directly associated with the VRM Class
objective and whether or not past, present and future projects hgwe metild meet the VRM
Class objectivesNatural and ranrmade features are visible in mas$tthe project area. Visibly
present are roads, powlanes, fencdines, range improvements, gravel pits, mining activities,
vegetation treatments, wildland fire and private properties that may or may not meet the VRM
Class obijectives.

Proposed Action

The proposed vegetation treatments have incorporated design featuresuldaheet VRM
objectivesfor each VRM ClassThe cumulativeeffects of the Proposedcfion to VRMwould
create a visual landscape of diverse cdxture, line that represent a natural setting along the
VRM Classl andll areas. Desgn feature®f treatments would create a mosaic visual setting of
low distraction from the existing setting as observed from key observation points by a casual
observe. The VRM objectivedor each class woulde metwhile incorporating design features

to mimic the natural landscape for all projects. This project could assist with camouflaging or
reducing visual effects from past or future projects by incorporatingrésatures that mimic
natural landscape characgtand potentiallyshifting anobserveds attention away from man

made objects or features on the landscape

No Action

Implementation of the No Action would not have an immediate cumulative effect on VRM.
Future planned projects would be subject to design features that meet VRM Class objectives.
Long-term cumulative effects of the No Action could cause a monotypic visual landscape (e.qg.,
same color, line form,) if pinyon and juniper continue increasingmsitie Natural
uncontrollabledisturbances such as wildfire cowdcur causing an abrupt change in the visual
landscape that may not meet VRM objectives, especially in the VRM Class | and Il areas.

4.37 Wetland/Riparian and Soil Resources

Past and prest actions that creaseirface disturbancesould have impacts on soil and water
resources within the CESA. Soil and ripariaeaa continue to be impacted by activities such as
utilities, mining exploration, roads, wildfiread livestock grazing. Actits that remove
vegetation cover or compact and disturb soils may have resulted in additional erosion or
sedimentation in riparian areas.

Proposed Action

The implementation of theroposedAction combined with past, present, and future actions
would haveiimited effects to soil resources as the vegetation left on the site would provide cover
to prevent erosion. Based on similar projects, soils could be expected to recowel Ritrears
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of implementationStudies showthat infiltraion rates at given poigs on adebrisin-placed

treatment have been only slightly affected by the chaining activities. Apparently, in these
instances, the debris left scattered on the soil surface acts as both retention and detention storage,
the magnitude of which is large ermgbuto minimize or nearly eliminate all runoff. The soil under

the debrisn-place treatment is not able to absorb water any faster than is the soil under the
woodland;it's just held on the landscape until 8@l has the time to absorb(Gifford, G.

1973).

The implementation of theroposedAction, combined with the past, present, and future actions,

is expected to maintain or improve riparian area health of Johnson Spring. Reductogéree

may increase water availability to the spring, but operhiege areas may also attract more

livestock use. The current livestock management plans provide protection from livestock use on
riparian areas. Two of the springs are on private lands, in which @iéd not have any

authority onwhat occursatthese spring and riparian areaand therefore it is unrealistic to

speculate the future effects to these springs after treatment has occurred. It can be assumed that
the availability of water wuld increase to these springs.

No Action

Implementation of th&lo Action Alternative combined with the past, present, and future

actions, would likely result in the current soil conditions to continue. There is a possibility of
soils becoming more susceptible to water erosion within wooded areas due to the decrease and
lack of shrub and herbaceous understory (Pierson,&l3).A study by Farmer et al (1999),

showed that #Aduring five years of data coll ec
runoff and 9.2 times more sediment than chained plots. Results indasadthor chaining
significantly reduced runoff and soil erosi on

Implementation of th&lo Action Alternative combined with the past, present, and future
actions, would result in thaurrent conditiongontinuingin the shortermfor riparian resources
with likelihood they could decline in the long term
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Chapter 5 Tribes, Individuals, Organizations or Agencies Consulted

Table 5.1 List of Persons, Agencies and Organizations Carlted

Name

Purpose and Authorities for
Consultation or
Coordination

Finding and Condusion

Nevada Department of
Wildlife (NDOW)

Moira Kolada,Kody
Menghini, Curt Baughman,
Steve Foreeand Scott
Roberts

Greater saggrouse
Consultation, Potential
Project Treatment Areas

NDOW supports th project
and the efforts to improve
Greater saggrouse and mulg
deerhabitat. NDOW was
also involvedn identifying
additional project treatment
areas to improve wildlife
habitat.

Jessica Axsom, State Histor
Preservation Office

Cultural Resource Inveory
Needs Assessment

No additional concerns

BLM Ely District Interested
Public Mailing List

Public Scoping, Comments,
and Input on Project

Comments varied from
support of the project to
concerns of impacts to
resources. Comments
incorporated during #n
development of the EA.
Summary of comments
included in Appendix J.

Confederated Tribes of the
Goshute Reservation
NevadaUtah

Consultation and
Coordination with Indian
Tribal Governments,
Potential Project Treatment
Areas.

Request for consultation.

Duckwater Shoshone Trilud
the Duckwater Reservation,
Nevada

Consultation and
Coordination with Indian
Tribal Governments,
Potential Project Treatment
Areas.

Request field visit.

Ely Shoshone Tribe of
Nevada

Consultation and
Coordination with Indian
Tribal Governments,
Potential Project Treatment
Areas.

No response from
consultation request
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Chapter 6 List of Preparers

Table 6.1 List of Preparers
Name Title Responsible for the
Following Section(s) of this
Document
Katie Walsh Natural Resource Specidlis | Project Lead, Forest

Resources, Fuels

Nancy Herms

Wildlife Biologist

Fish & Wildlife, Special
Status Animal Species
Migratory Birds

Ruth Thompson

Wild Horse and Burro
Specialist

Wild Horses

Kurt Braun Archaeologist, Cultural Cultural Resources,
Resource Specialist Paleontological Resources

Andy Gault Hydrologist Soil, Air, Water

lan Collier Rangeland Management Rangeland Resources,
Specialist Vegetation Resources

Maria Ryan Natural Resource Specialist| Vegetative Resources,

Environmental Justice

Alicia Hankins

Land Law Examiner

Landsand Rightof-Way

Elizabeth Seymour

Native American Coordinato

Native American Religious
Concerns and other concern
Tribal Coordinator

John Miller

Park Range(Wilderness)

Lands with Wilderness
CharacteristicsVisual
Resources

Chris McVicars

Natural Resource Specialist

Noxious and Invasive Weed
Management

Concetta Brown

Natural Resource Specialist

NEPA Compliance
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Map 2. Fire RegimeCondition Classfor the Eganand JohnsonBasinsProject Area
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